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CURRENT TOPICS. 


A wmezerive of the London Committee for 

#endon, Surrey and Middlesex the opposition to the 
Arar der Bill was held on Thureday last, when it is understood that 
sai and complete arrangements were made for the conduct of 
"86 campaign in the metropolitan districts. The Land Transfer 
_emmittee of the Incorporated Law Society was also to meet on 
#tiday to make similar arrangements with regard to the rest of 
we country by the agency of the various provincial law 


in 
d 


societies. It is now considered possible that the Bill may be 
introduced in the House of Commons before the adjournment 
of the present session. 





Tux Lone Vacation practically commenced, as far as the 
courts were concerned, on Friday, the 11th inst. On Thursday 
Court of Appeal No. 2 rose for the vacation, and it — 

robable that none of the chancery courts would sit on 
ay; and in the Queen’s Bench Division there will be very 
little, if any, work in the courts on the latter day. 





ApparRENTLY the ju of the Division are satis- 
fied with the result of the plan adopted during the Trinity Sitti 
with reference to the hearing of witness actions. Already it is 
announced that a similar plan will be ado in the Michael- 
mas Sittings. Mr. Justice Srrative, Mr. Justice Kexewion, and 
Mr. Justice Currry will each, in the above order, devote a 
fortnight, with the exception of Mondays, to the hearing of 
witness actions from his own list. 





On Wepnespay last Mr. Justice Norra had an application 
before him for the appointment of a receiver in a foreclosure 
action, and, as the was in possession, it was further 
asked that the mo: uld, instead of attorning tenant to 
the receiver, be ord to deliver to the receiver ion of 
the property. At first the learned judge doubted whether such 
an order had ever been made, but, on being referred to the case 
of Hawkes v. Holland (W. N., 1881, p. 128), where it is stated 
by the Court of Appeal to be the “ settled practice,” he decided 
to follow that case. 





We Print elsewhere an Order in Council which rearranges 
the times of holding the assizes in accordance with a resolution 
of the judges passed at their meeting on the 2ist of June. As 
was already known, the pro contained in the resolutions of 
the Council of Judges of year for abandoning the civil 
business at certain towns and concentrating it at the more im- 
portant places on each circuit has been given up, but the notion 
of dividing the long summer and winter circuits into two __ 
so as to prevent the absence from London at the same time 
practically the whole of the judges of the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion, has been to a certain extent carried out. This is done b 
i the period during which the assizes will be h 
making them begin at first only for some of the circuits. Thus the 
winter assizes will begin on the 11th of January for the South- 
Eastern, the Welsh, the Home, and the Western circuits, five 
judges leaving town for the purpose. This number of judges 
will be increased to seven on the 30th of January when the 
assizes commence in the Midland and Oxford circuits, and to 
eight when the Northern circuit comes in on the 10th of 
February. But a week later it is intended that the earlier 
circuits shall have ended, and then the Midland, Oxford, 
Northern, and North-Eastern circuits will uire six or seven 
judges until the end of the assizes on the 28th of March. The 
some plan fo sieges Se ae ee eee which 
will last altogether from the 29th of May to the 12th of 
August, but will finish for the earlier circuits about the 4th of 
July. The result is that during these long assizes some half of 
the judges will be away on circuit and the other half available 
for work in London. The spring criminal assizes for Man- 
chester, Liverpool, and Leeds ace abolished, but civil business 
will be taken at these places, and also at Swansea, during 
the autumn criminal assizes. These begin for the Northern, 
Western, Welsh, and South-Eastern circuits on the 25th of 
October, the other circuits being taken later, but all are 
intended to be over by the 21st of ber. In the course of 
these assizes from four to six judges will be away from London, 





THE coRRESPONDENCE between the Bar Committee and the 
Lord Chancellor, which we print elsewhere, on the absence on — 





41 








circuit of the Winding-up Judge, develops in detail a grievance 
to which we have already drawn attention. The sittings during 
circuit for winding-up business have not only been held at 
irre and uncertain intervals, but the hours and days fixed 
for them have often been exceedingly inconvenient to practi- 
tioners. They have frequently been fixed for Saturday, and the 
hours have on most occasions exceeded those of the sittings of 
the ordinary courts, and in one memorable instance the sitting 
was extended till nearly seven o’clock on Saturday evening. 
Moreover, when the judge is on circuit no urgent applications in 
winding-up matters can be made to him, and a large amount of 
responsible work, which ought to be disposed of by the judge, 
is thrown upon the registrar. The cases dealt with by the 
Winding-up Judge are generally urgent and important, and it is 
in the highest degree desirable that he should be always acces- 
sible, ont should be able to deal with them promptly and free 
from the stress of long journeys and prolonged sittings. It is to 
be regretted that the Lord Chancellor has not seen his way to 
acceding to the wishes of the Bar Committee; he can only offer 
the suggestion that arrangements should be made for another 
judge always to take the business in the judge’s absence on 
circuit. But continuity of decision is hardly less important 
than promptness of decision; and it would be extremely incon- 
venient to have a judge assigned to deal with winding-up 
business during the absence on circuit of Vaucuan WILLIAMs, 
J., who was unfamiliar with winding-up practice, or with the 
previous proceedings in the various matters. It seems clear 
that, sooner or later, the Winding-up Judge will have to be 
made a fixture in town, and we see no reason why this should 
not be done at once. 





Tue sELEcTION of the proper tribunal in which to commence 
proceedings is certainly one of the most important questions 
which a plaintiff has to consider. For, on the one hand, it he 
sues in the High Court, when he might have proceeded in the 
county court, he may, though successful, be deprived of his 
costs, while, on the other hand, if he has recourse to the county 
court when it has no jurisdiction his case will be struck out 
and he himself mulcted in the costs. Unfortunately, however, it 
is not always easy to determine which is the right court to seek 
redress in. This is well exemplified by the recent case of Zhe 
Mersey Docks and Harbour Board vy. Turner, which was decided 
by the House of Lords on the 4th inst. There the late 
President of the Admiralty Court held that an action to recover 
less than £300 for injury occasioned to a ship, by its colliding 
with a dock wall, was within the Admiralty jurisdiction of the 
county courts, and that, therefore, a successful plaintiff in such 
an action must be deprived of his costs if he chooses to launch it 
in the Admiralty Division. This decision was, however, 
reversed by the Court of Appeal (Fry, L.J., dissenting), upon 
the ground that the cause of action was within the ordinary 
jurisdiction of a common law court, and not within that of an 
Admiralty Court. The House of Lords have now restored the 
original decision of Sir Cuartes Burt, holding that an injury to 
a ship caused by its coming into contact with a fixed object is the 
subject of admiralty jurisdiction equally with a case of collision 
between two ships. This view derives support from the judg- 
ment of Dr. Lusuineron in The Sarah (Lushington, 549), which, 
however, is somewhat difficult to reconcile with previous 
Opinions expressed by him. As Lord Henscuet. stated, the 
question involved, in the case under consideration, is by no 
means free from difficulty and doubt. It is, therefore, satisfac- 
tory to know that it has now at length been finally determined. 





Taz supement of the Court of Appeal in Bernstein v. 
Bornstein has decided two important points in the law of 
divorce—viz., (1) that there can be legal ‘condonation” 
by a husband of his wife’s adultery with a particular 
man, even though, at the time when he forgives her, he 
is ignorant of other adulteries which she has committed 
with other men, and that that condonation is a bar to 
his obtaining a divorce on the ground of his wife’s adul- 
tery with the man as to whom he has forgiven her; (2) that 
condonation is also a bar to the right of the husband to recover 
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damages against the man the adultery with whom has } 
condoned. The first point is probably important i 
because of its bearing upon the second, inasmuch as, notwith. 
standing the condonation of the wife’s adultery with A., it will” 
be open to the husband to obtain a divorce on the ground of 
her adultery with any other man, upon his discovering and 
proving that it has been committed. The decision of the second = 


a 


point depended mainly upon the construction of section 33 of © 


the Divorce Act of 1857, and if the decision is correct, it shews © 


that a great alteration has been made in the law by that Act, | 
The court appear to have had some difficulty in arriving at the © 


construction which they ultimately adopted. Under the old © 
law, before the Act, condonation of a wife’s adultery was not a ~ 
defence to an action of crim. con. by the husband against the © 
adulterer, though it was available in mitigation of damages, ~ 
By section 59 of the Act the action of crim. con. was abolished, ~ 
but, at the same time, by section 33, a right was given to the ~ 
husband to claim damages against the adulterer in a petition for © 
dissolution of the marriage, or in a petition limited to damages ~ 
only. The petition in either case is to be served on the alleged © 
adulterer and on the wife, “‘and the claim made by every such 5 
petition shall be heard and tried on the same principles, in the same~ 
manner, and subject to the same or the like rules and regulations ay 
actions for criminal conversation are now tried and decided my 
courts of common law, and all the enactments herein contained © 
with reference to the hearing and decision of petitions to the ~ 
court shall, so far as may be necessary, be deemed applicable to © 
the hearing and decision of petitions presented under this enact ~ 
ment.” In the case of a petition by which no damages are” 
claimed, section 30 provides that, in case (inter alia) the peti-” 
tioner has condoned the adultery complained of, the court shall~ 
dismiss the petition. In coming to the conclusion that the claim” 
for damages is ancillary to, and falls with, the petition for 
divorce, the court were apparently influenced mainly by the” 
latter part of section 33, and by section 30, and we venture to 
doubt whether they gave sufficient weight to those prior words of 
section 33 which we have above placed in italics. Independ: 
ently of any statutory enactment, it does not seem to us unreasom= | 
able that an injured husband, who has forgiven his wife,” 
should still be able to recover damages from the adulterer for” 
the wrong, and this was the view taken by the late Sir C. Burr™ 
in Pomero v. Pomero (10 P. D, 174). The Court of Appeal | 
overruled that case and adopted the contrary decision of Sir J,” 
Hannen in Story v. Story (12 P. D. 196). We understand that 
the case will probably be taken to the House of Lords. 





Ir 1s frequently necessary to determine what effect a recital 
has in controlling the operative part of a deed, but perhaps the 
case of Kehoe v. Marquis of Lansdowne is the first in which there 
has been no operative part to the instrument at all, but its cone 
struction has had to be determined solely from the recital” 
This was to the effect that the Marquis of Layspowns desired t” 
provide a suitable residence and holding for the Roman Catholic 
clergyman officiating on his estate at Luggacurren, Queens: 
County, and for that purpose to let to the then Roman Catholig 
Bishop of Kildare and his successors in trust certain sp 4 
lands at a yearly rent of £15 7s., to hold as long as there should — 
be stationed on the demised premises an officiating Romaa” 
Catholic clergyman at the chapel of Luggacurren duly appointed 
by the bishop and his successors. It was further recited that 
leases were to be perfected with the usual covenants, and them 
the deed, which was dated the Ist of May, 1839, stopped. Tw 
curates at Luggacurren entered under it and duly paid the rem 
and no question as to the terms of their holding arose until, in 
the course of certain evictions carried out by the Marquis 
LanspownE in 1887, they used the demised lands for the po 
of affording shelter to the evicted tenants, allowing to be built far 
their accommodation a number of wooden huts. Therew 
the marquis contended that this was not a use of the land autl 
ized by the agreement, and he sought to restrain the co; 
ance of the huts upon the land. From the recital it is of cow 
easy to collect an agreement to let the land, but at the 
time it is necessary to have regard to the objects clearly# 
dieated in it. These contemplated the use of the land by #8) 
clergyman for the time being for his own purposes as resiG@i 
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upon it, and even if the sheltering of evicted tenants could be 

ed as such a use, yet it might interfere with the transfer 
of the enjoyment of the land to his successor, or, in the event of 
a clergyman ceasing to be stationed at the _— with the 
reverter of the land to the lessor. Hence the House of Lords, 
affirming the decisions of the Irish courts, held that the erection 
of the huts was in contravention of the agreement, and granted 
the injunction asked for. 





Ir sEEMS strange that any doubt should have been felt as to 
the meaning of the provision of section 22 of the Wills Act of 
1837, that ‘“‘ No will or codicil, or any part thereof, which shali 
be in any manner revoked, shall be revived otherwise than by 
the re-execution thereof, or by a codicil executed in manner 
hereinbefore required, and shewing an intention to revive the 
game.” Yetin Re the Goods of Hodgkinson Banyzs, J., held, in 
effect, that this section does not mean what it says. Under the 
old law, before the Wills Act, the revocation of a will, which 
had itself revoked a prior will, had the effect of reviving the 
first will. In Re Hodgkinson a testator made a will giving all bis 

perty, real and personal, to J., whom he appointed executrix. 

y a second will he devised his real estate to E. and appointed 
her executrix. He afterwards revoked the second will by 
destroying it. Mr. Justice Barnzs held that the revocation of 
the second will had the effect of reviving the first, so that J. 
took all the property of the testator, and was entitled to an 
unlimited pro of the first will. The Court of Appeal held 
(as reported elsewhere) that there could be no doubt as to the 
meaning of section 22, and that the first will, so far as it was 
revoked by the second, was not revived by the revocation of the 
second will. Consequently, there was an intestacy as to the 
real estate, and J. was entitled only to a probate of the first 
will — to the personal estate which was not comprised in 
the second. 





THE CONTEMPLATED establishment of a Central County Court 
for London, to which we referred last week, testifies to the 
growing importance of the metropolitan county courts. For 
many years past these courts have really ceased to be small 
debts courts, and have become most valuable auxiliaries of the 
High Court. In 1891 they seem to have disposed of over a 
thousand cases involving amounts over £50, and therefore of a 


High Court character. Many of these cases were, indeed, 


originally commenced in the High Court, and were thence 
remitted to the metropolitan county courts for trial. The result 
of the largely-increased burden of litigation which of late years 
the London county courts have had to bear has not been 
conducive to the speedy despatch of business, though, thanks to 
the energy and ability displayed by most of our metropolitan 
judges, there do not appear to be any complaints on the “aN of 
the public. Whether the Central Court will, if established, 
relieve the metropolitan county courts of the pressure which 
they are now experiencing is by no means certain. But, at all 
events, we shall welcome the experiment, which we regard as a 
a towards some more comprehensive scheme of reform which 
will render our present judicial system more serviceable than 
it is at present. 








VOLUNTARY SETTLEMENTS, VOIDABLE OR VOID? 


Tax decision in Re Brall, Ex parte Norton (41 W. R. 623) com- 
mented on ante, p. 678, is one of the greatest im nee. It 
will, if upheld on eppeal, render a vast amount of land saleable 
which has hitherto been considered unsaleable. If a voluntary 
conveyance is void, in the strict sense of the word, against a 
trustee in bankruptcy, land which has once passed by a volun- 
tary conveyance is unmarketable for the period of ten years; 
while if the decision in Re Brall is correct—a question which 
depends upon the meaning of the word “ void” as used in the 
ptey Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 47—this is not 
the case. 

It is a sound doctrine that in the construction of a statute the 
words employed must most probably bear, and must primd facie be 
taken to bear, the meaning that they bear in statutes having a 
somewhat similar object. Now the Statutes 13 Eliz. c. 5, 27 Eliz. 





c. 4, and the 47th section of the Ban Act, 1883, all have 
for their objects the prevention of 
conveyance; in each of 


second Act against purchasers, and in the third Act against the 
trustee in bankruptcy. It is to thi 
Parliament could have used the same word in these three Acts 
in different meanings. 

What is meant by saying that an instrument is void against a 
certain person ? that is meant is that it is void if he inter- 
venes ; till he does so it is perfectly good. An example of this 
will be found in the language in the proviso for re-entry for 
breach of covenant in a lease; it is sometimes, i y in 
the older forms, said that on breach of covenant the lease is to 
be “void.” All that is meant is that when the breach occurs 
the lessor has the option to treat the lease as void—in other 
words, that it is voidable by him. If the lease was really to 
become void on breach of covenant, whether the lessor wished 
it or not, a lessee who wished to rid of his lease would only 
have to break any covenant and the lease would be at an end. 

In like manner, where a voluntary con is void against 
creditors under 13 Eliz. c. 5 it remains until some creditor 
avoids it, and if there is no creditor it is perfectly good. 
Suppose that A. makes a voluntary conveyance of B to 
B., and of Whiteacre to C.; suppose further that A. has one 
creditor only, D., who Se by the result of which 
his debt is satisfied out of i , he is unable to take any 
proceedings to satisfy his debt out of Blackacre, so that the 
conveyance to B. becomes y good, subject to any right 
of CO. to claim contribution, if such exists. if A. makes a 
voluntary conveyance of Blackacre and Whiteacre to B., and 
afterwards makes a conveyance for value of Whiteacre to C., 
his prior voluntary conveyance of Whiteacre would till lately 
have been avoided under 27 Eliz. c. 4, but the voluntary con- 
veyance of Blackacre remains good. 

We now come to the case of a voluntary conveyance made 
by a person who becomes bankrupt within ten years from the 
time of making it. The Bankruptcy Act, 1883, says that it is to 
be “void” as against the trustee in unless certain 
facts are proved. The conveyance is perfectly good unless the 
settlor becomes a bankrupt and the trustee in bankruptcy takes 
successful proceedings to set it aside. It should be noted that 
even if the settlor becomes a bankrupt, it is by no means certain 
that the trustee will take to avoid the voluntary convey- 
ance. Sup that the ’s debts amount to £10,000, 
that his assets (including the value of the- comprised in 
the voluntary conveyance) amount to £2,000, and that with the 
assistance of his friends he makes a proposal a gr Sompaset 
condition of having the bankruptcy set aside. is proposal 
is assented to by the court, the trustee will not seek, to set the 
volun conveyance aside, it will remain in full force—in other 
words, it is “‘ voidable,” not void. 

If a conveyance is absolutely void, it is difficult to see how it 
is possible to make it without executing another convey- 
ance. The legal estate in freeholds cannot pass without a deed, 
if a deed purporting to pass them is absolutely void, it has no 
effect on them, and conseq: they cannot pass without a-new 
deed. It follows that if a not sufficient to qenedl 
against all the world can be made good by something ppen- 
ing after its execution it cannot have been void at 
execution ; at the outside, it may have been voidable. 

Now we find a very large number of cases which shew that 
deeds which are “‘ void” within either of the statutes of Eliza- 
beth can be made good by some subsequent act. As, for 
example, if a person has on the faith of the voluntary deed con- 
tracted a marriage, paid money either on a or only by 
way of advance, his title, tho derived the voluntary 
deed, is preferred to the claims of persons claiming under either 
of the statutes of Elizabeth. It follows, therefore, that, 
suant to the above reasoning, the word “void” as in 
either of these statutes really means voidable. gr p! 4 


e time of 


Bankruptcy Act, 188 
fraud, an object similar te 3 

of the word “void” in the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, must be the 
same as it bears in 13 Eliz. ¢. 5, ¢.¢., ‘‘ yoidable,” 
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It was decided by Cave, J., and A. L. Surrn, J., in Re 
Holden (20 Q. B. D. 43) that a post-nuptial settlement which 
was voluntary was good in its inception, and that accordingly 
the trustees of the settlement could maintain their lien for costs 
on the subject-matter of the settlement incurred before the 
bankruptcy of the settlor as against his trustee in bankruptcy. 
In other words, that the settlement was ‘ voidable,” not 
“void.” 

Vavenan Wits, J.,in Re Brall (41 W. R. 623) decided 
that the title of a purchaser in good faith for value from the 
donee under a voluntary settlement prevailed against that of the 
trustee in bankruptcy of the settlor. While we confess that 
when we first read the decision we were somewhat startled, it 
appears, for the reasons given above, that a contrary decision 
would have been running counter to very well-established rules 
of construction. 

It remains to consider the decision of Srirtine, J., in Briggs 
v. Spicer (1892, 2 Ch. 127). In that case Sriruine, J., was of 
opinion that a purchaser from the donee under a voluntary 
settlement was one of the persons on whom the onus was thrown 
by the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, s. 47, of proving the settlor’s 
solvency on his becoming bankrupt within ten years from the 
date of the voluntary conveyance; but the preliminary question 
whether the voluntary conveyance was void or voidable was 
hardly discussed. It is, however, interesting to remark that the 
learned judge admits (see p. 134) that a voluntary settle- 
ment may ‘‘ subsequently become a settlement for value ’’—in 
other words, his opinion was that it was ‘ voidable ” not ‘‘ void” 
against the trustee in bankruptcy. 


TRUSTEES AND THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. 


Tue provision of the Trustee Act, 1888, which enables trustees 
to plead the Statute of Limitations has effected so important and 
beneficial a change in the law that each fresh decision on it is 
worthy of notice. In Thorne v. Heard (41 W. R. 636), recently 
decided by Romer, J., the defendants, Hzarp and Marsu, were 
the holders of two mortgages of leasehold property for securing 
the sum of £1,000. The plaintiff was the holder of a subsequent 
mortgage for £333. The same solicitor acted in the mortgage 
transactions for the plaintiff and defendants. In 1878 the 
defendants, in exercise of the power of sale contained in their 
mortgages, sold the property for £1,700. This sum was paid, 
and the B age oat was conveyed to the purchaser. Out of the 
£1,700 the defendants retained £1,000 in satisfaction of their 
own mortgage debt, and handed the rest to the solicitor, to be 
paid as to £333 to the plaintiff, the solicitor having fraudulently 
represented himself as the plaintiff's agent. In fact, he did not 
pay the £333 to the plaintiff, but made use of it for his own 
purposes. Meanwhile, he continued to pay interest to the 
plaintiff, as if on his mortgage, down to 1891. In 1892 the 
solicitor became bankrupt, and the circumstances as to the mis- 
appropriation of the £333 transpired. Thereupon the plaintiff 
brought an action against the defendants, claiming the sum of 
£333 or an account of the surplus moneys realized by the sale 
after satisfying the moneys due to themselves. 

As to the position of the defendants in the matter, it appears 
that they were constructively trustees of the proceeds of sale for 
the plaintiff. A mortgagee is not a trustee for persons 
interested in the equity of redemption so far as relates to the 
exercise of his power of sale (Warner v. Jacob; 30 W. R. 731, 
20 Ch. D. 220); nor, unless the mortgage is in the form of a 
trust for sale (Locking v. Parker, 21 W. R. 118, L. R. 8 Ch. 
30), is he an express trustee of the proceeds of sale. So soon, 
however, as it is shown that there is a surplus, then, as was said 
by Kay, J., in Banner v. Berridge (29 W. L. 844, 18 Ch. D. 254), 
“there is a sufficient fiduciary relation between the mortgagor 
and mortgagee to make the mortgagee constructively a 
trustee of the surplus.” He held, however, that, after 
the lapse of six years from the time when the money 
was received by the mortgagee, a court of equity would 
not, according to its ordinary rule, allow parties to enter 
into evidence for the purpose of shewing there was a sur- 

lus in order to raise the case of constructive trust. If this 
is 80, then, apart irom the question of acknowledgment by pay- 
ment of interest, the claim of the plaintiff in the present case 


would have been barred under the ordinary law, and it would 
not have been necessary to have recourse to the Trustee Act: 
1888. It may be doubted, however, whether in such cages: 
equity adopts a six years’ limitation. It does so in analogy ty” 
the statute where the suit in equity corresponds to an action af 
law with regard to which there is an express bar: Knox v, Gy” 
(L. R. 5 H. L., at p. 674); but the remedy of persons interested” 
in the equity of redemption against a mortgagee who | ’ 
exercised his power of sale does not seem to correspond to ag) 
action at law, but to be within the special province of equity,” 
and the only bar imposed upon it is that which equity, in the) 
exercise of its discretion, imposes on stale demands. 4 
Assuming, therefore, that there was a trust of the proceeds of © 
sale which would ordinarily prevent time from running, the © 
question was whether the first mortgagees could avail them © 
selves of the protection of section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, 7 
The Act generally, it may be noticed, applies to a trustee whose © 
trust arises by construction or implication of law as well as tg © 
an express trustee (section 1 (3) ), and, under section 8, a trusteg — 
may, with certain exceptions, claim the benefit of any statute of 
limitations as though he had not been a trustee; while if the © 
action is brought to recover money or other property, and is ong ~ 
to which no existing statute of limitation applies, the bar is te ~ 
be the same as in an “action of debt for money had and ~ 
received.” The excepted cases are where the claim is founded © 
upon any fraud or fraudulent breach of trust to which the ; 
trustee was party or privy, or is to recover trust property still 
retained by him, or previously received and converted to hig” 
use; but neither of these applied in the present case. The” 
action, then, being one to which no existing statute applied, was ~ 
liable to be barred in six years like an action of.debt under the 
Statute of James. ; 
The remaining point in the case related to the effect of the © 
payment of interest by the solicitor to the second mortgages, ~ 
and it was contended that this operated as an acknowledgment” 
by the first mortgagees. But such acknowledgment would be” 
useless unless there could be inferred from it a — to pay 
the debt, and it follows that it must be made with the authority” 
of the person by whom the debt is to be paid. In Rew v. Petts 
(1 A. & E. 196) it was held to be a question for the jury whether” 
the payment of interest had been in fact adopted by the defend, 
ants as made on their behalf. In the present case the solicitor” 
had no authority from the first mortgagees to pey the interest, 
nor did they subsequently adopt his acts. The waar was 
made by a stranger, and could not affect them. In the same | 
way the payment, to raise an implied promise to pay, must be” 
made to the creditor or his agent. A promise to a stranger™ 
not sufficient (Stamford, c., Banking Co, v. Smith, 40 W. Be 
355; 1892, 1 Q. B. 765). There being, therefore, no acknow?, 
ledgment of the debt by the first mortgagees, the bar of section” 
8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, applied, and the action failed. ; 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. = 
REGISTRATION OF T1TLE.—The Land Transfer Bill has been read 


third time in the House of Lords and passed. Ee 
SuPREME CourT oF JUDICATURE.—On the report of amendmen” 
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to the Supreme Court of Judicature Bill the Lord Chancellor moval 
an amendment for the purpose of making it clear that clerks @ 
officers in the Central Office of the Supreme Court, with certain exe 
tions, were to be in the same position in future with regard to ret 
ment as other Civil Service clerks. That the rule relating to the 
of retirement should apply to the existing officers of the court 
always, he said, been intended, but some doubt had been felt upon & 
point in certain quarters in consequence, as he understood, of remaray 
which he had made in the Standing Committee. His amendmem) 
expressed the intention of the framers of the Bill in a form ich 
admitted of no doubt. The amendment was agreed to. On @ 
motion of Lord MACNAGHTEN, an amendment was agreed to excluding” 
from the operation of the retirement rule officials who held 
positions under statute during good behaviour. The report Wa 
agreed to, and on a subsequent day the Bill was read a third time, 
Pustic ComPANtIEs,—In the Standing Committee of the House @ 
Lords the following new sub-sections were, on the motion of 
Lord Chancellor, added to clause 1 (see ante, p. 610) of the Compal 
(Certificate of Incorporation) Bill :—‘‘(2) Provided that where & pa 
son, at the date of the incorporation of the company, knows that @& 





said requisitions have not been complied with, he shall be subjects 
the same liability as if the company had not been incorporated. § 
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registrar t a statutory declaration as sufficient evidence 

Goompliance wi “the said requisitions.” The Bill has been read a REVIEWS. 

et srerony RvuiEs.—On the consideration of the Statutory Rules WINDING-UP, 


Procedure Bill the Standing Committee of the House of Lords, 

Lord or, to meet a wish expressed by Lord MAcNAGHTEN, 
moved to insert asa new sub-section to clause 2:—‘“‘(3) The statu- 
tory rules to which this section applies are those made in pursuance 
ofany Act of Parliament which the statutory rules to be laid 
before Parliament, but do not include any statutory rules if the same 
ora draft thereof are required to be laid before Parliament for any 

jod before the rules come into operation, nor do they include rules 
made by the Local Government Board for England or Ireland, the 
Post Office, or the Revenue Departments.” Lord PLAYFAIR moved 
that the Board of Trade be added to the excepted d ents. The 
amendment was agreed to, and the sub-section was added to the Bill. 
On the motion of the Lord Chancellor, a new clause was inserted 

widing for the printing, numbering, and sale of statutory rules. 
Pther verbal amendments having been made, the Bill was ordered to 
be reported, and it has since been read a third time. 

Law or Commons.—On the consideration by the Standing Com- 
mittee of the Law of Commons Amendment Bill the Marquis of 
§aLisBuRY called attention to clause 3 (conditions of assent) as being 
the most slovenly piece of drafting ever laid before Parliament. The 
clause was presented in the following terms:—‘‘In giving or with- 
holding their consent the board shall have regard to the same con- 
siderations as are directed by the Enclosure Acts to be taken into 
account by them in giving or withholding their consent to any 
enclosure of common lands under those Acts, and shall give an oppor- 
tunity to all persons interested in the common to object to such 
enclosure or approvement.” He said the first provision of the clause 
carried the principle of reference to an extraordinary length. There 
was no indication as to what considerations were to guide the Board 
of Agriculture in this matter, and he confessed that he could not 
tell what the clause meant. As far as he had been able to investigate 
the Acts, no authority whatever was extended to the Board of Agri- 
culture to give or to withhold consent. As he said in the House, he 
had the greatest objection to the spoliation of the rights of the Jords 
of the manor; but, apart from that, they ought to be told what con- 
siderations they had to submit to the Board of Agriculture. If 
they passed the clause in its present form, they would do nothin 
but provoke a long series of difficult and elaborate investigations, an 
he therefore suggested that the clause should be struck out and re- 
drafted. Lord THRING was quite prepared to accept the suggestion of 
the Marquis of SALIsBURY, but at the same time thought that nobody 
could mistake what were the considerations referred to in the clause. 
He agreed, however, that it was a dangerous mode of drawing a 
clause. The Lord Chancellor quite agreed with the noble marquis 
that if there was to be incorporation by reference, the incorporation 
aw to be in the exact words of the clause incorporated, and as he 
did not think the words “ giving or withholding their consent to any 
enclosure ” precisely described the powers of the Board of Agricul- 
ture with regard to enclosure, he agreed that the clause needed amend- 
ment in that t. The Earl of KIMBERLEY pointed out that a 
corresponding clause was inserted in the Act of 1887 with reference 
to particular enclosures which took place with the consent of the 
homage, and if there was any spoliation of property it took place 
under the Act of 1887 exactly as it would take place under this Bill. 
He agreed, however, that the clause ought to set forth exactly what 
it enacted. He did not think the draftsman was to blame for the 
words of the clause, inasmuch as successive Governments had found 
it exceedingly convenient, for Parliamentary reasons which he would 
not describe, to legislate by reference. The clause was struck out 
with the view of Bein redrafted, and the Bill was ordered to be 
reported. On the third reading the clause, on the motion of Lord 
THRING, was amended as follows :— 

“In giving or withholding their consent under this Act, the Board shall have regard to 
the same considerations, and shall, if necessary, hold the same inquiries, as are directed by 
the Commons Act, 1876, to be taken into consideration and held by the Board before 
coming an opinion whether an application under the Enclosure Acts shall be acceded to 

Bits ADVANCED.—The Trust Investment Bill and the Liverpool 
Court of Passage Bill have each been read a third time in the House 
of Lords and passed, and the Married Women’s Property Act (1882) 
has passed through Committee. 





The judicial or magisterial humourist, says the St. James’s Gazette, has 
one advantage—he can always get the last word. It is told of the late 
Lord Bramwell that while making the usual ‘Prisoner at the bar’’ 
address to a man whom he was ng to sentence, his sonorous 
periods were rudely interrupted by the criminal with the question, “‘’Ow 
Much?’’ ‘* Kight years,” ~ > the i Sane . Similarly, when a 
ev at the Westminster Police Court Mr. Shiel that he wouldn’t 

it apts, the way magistrate quietly replied, ‘No; I don’t think 
you will—for six months.’’ 





WINDING-UP Forms AND Practice. A CoLLecTion or Forms AND 
PRECEDENTS, WITH NOTES ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE UNDER 
THE ComPaANrIEs Acts, 1862 To 1890, AND THE RULES THERE- 
UNDER. SxEconD Eprrion. a BEAUFORT PALMER, 
Barrister-at-Law, assisted by Frank Evans, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Primarily this is a book of forms and precedents, and the large 
number which have been collected—some eight hundred and fifty— 
attest at once the complication of the subject, and the industry and 
skill of the editors, To avery extent these are copies of orders 
made in chambers, and hence, as is pointed out in the preface, they 
furnish the practitioner not only with the means of framing his 
application in an appropriate form, but with an authority which 
may enable him to obtain the desired order. In obtaining these 
ing my and rendering them available for general use, the editors 

ve done good service to the profession. But the assistance which 

a § render to the reader by no means here. In connection 

with the forms, and sometimes in separate , the whole prac- 

tice in winding-up, as contained in the Companies Acts, the rules 
and orders thereunder, and the cases, has been carefully explained, 
and the results are given with a neatness and clearness which 


seem to leave nothing to be desired. The effect is y due to 
the liberal manner in which the book has been divided and sub- 
divided, each subject being under a clear heading. Work of 


this kind deserves to be iberal, for it greatly increases the 
labour of the author. At the same time it makes all the difference 
in using the book between rapid discovery of the required information 
and a long and toilsome search. A reference to chapter xv. on official 
receivers, to chapter xxi. on the duties and powers of liquidators, and 
to chapter xxxix. on contributories, will shew the nature of the work 
we refer to. Attention may be called also to the useful tabular state- 
ment given in the last of these chapters of the leading cases on the 
law relating to contributories (p. 410). Altogether the book is one 
which will be found essential in winding-up practice. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORDER IN COUNCIL AS TO CIRCUITS. 


At the Court at Osborne House, Isle of Wight, the 28th day of 
July, 1893. Present, the Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty in Council. 

Whereas by the twenty-third section of the Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture Act, 1875, it is enacted (amongst other things) that Her Majesty 
may, at any time after the passing of that Act, and from time to 
time by Order in Council, — in such manner and subject to 
such regulations as to Her Majesty may seem meet for all or any of 
the following matters :— 

1. For the discontinuance, either temporarily or gre 
wholly or partially, of any existing Circuit, and the formation 
of any new Circuit by the union of any Counties or parts of 
Counties, or partly in one way and y in the other, or by 
the constitution of any County or part of a County to be a 
Circuit by itself, and in i for the issue of Commissions 
for the discharge of civil and criminal business in the County 
of Surrey to the Judge i to sit for the trial by jury of 
causes and issues in or , or any of them; 


and, 
2. For the appointment of the place or places at which Assizes are 
Bache “mg ese geen ole " 
3. For alterin authority, in manner 1s may 
ified fa the Order, the day appointed for holding the 
izes at any place on any Circuit in any case where by reason 
of the pressure of business or other unforeseen cause it is 
expedient to alter the same; and, re 
4. For the regulation, so far as may be necessary for carrying into 
effect any Order under that section, of the venue in all cases, 
civil and criminal, triable on any Circuit or elsewhere : 
And that Her Majesty may, from time to time by Order in Council, 
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vested in Her Majesty in respect of the matters aforesaid; and all 
enactments in relation to Circuits, or the places at which Assizes are 
to be holden, or otherwise in relation to the subject matter of any 
Order under that section, shall, so far as such enactments are incon- 
sistent with such Order, be repealed thereby, whether such repeal is 
thereby expressly made or not : 

And whereas at meetings of the Judges of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature, duly assembled at Her Majesty’s Royal Courts of Justice 


schedule hereto. 





any other statutes, laws, powers, and authorities enabling Her in that 
rm is pleased to order, and it is hereby ordered, accordingly, ag 
ollows : : 

(i.) The Commission days for the several places on the resp¢ 
Circuits for the Assizes to be hereafter holden shall, so far ag 
may be practicable and the business to be done may allow, hy 
fixed by the Judges at their meeting in manner heretofom | 
accustomed in accordance with the scheme set out in the © 
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on the seventeenth day of May and the twenty-first day of June, one 
thousand eight hundred and ninety-three, pursuant to the seventy- 
fifth section of the Supreme Court of Judieature Act, 1873, it was 
ees ge other things) resolved that the Assizes respectively should 
or the future, so far as may be practicable and the business to be 
done may allow, be fixed in accordance with the scheme to their reso- 
lution annexed; but so, nevertheless, that the Northern, South- 
Eastern, North Wales and Western Circuits shall commence on the 
days named in the scheme; provided that if any of those days falls contained in this er. : 
on a Sunday the Circuits shall commence on the following day, and| (iv.) Except where the context otherwise requires, expressions | 
that whenever October twenty-fourth falls on a Sunday, the Autumn used in this Order shall have the same meaning as in the | 
Circuits fixed to commence on October twenty-fifth shall commence Judicature Acts, 1873 and 1875, and the Acts amending the © 


on October twenty-sixth : same. 
Now therefore, Her mer ge by and with the advice of Her Most| (v.) ThisOrder may be amended, added to, or repealed by Onder | 

i ’ in Council. i 

C. L. Pee, 










(ii.) _ County of Surrey shall be included in the South-Eastem, 
‘rout 


ircuit. 
(iii.) This Order shall come into operation on the first day of Octo. © 
ber, one manners are hundred and ninety-three, and as from 
that day there be ed so much of the Order in 
Council of the twenty-sixth day of June, one thousand eight — 
hundred and eighty-four, as is inconsistent with any provision 
















































Honourable Privy Council, having taken in consideration the matters 
aforesaid, under and by virtue of the authority aforesaid, and of all or 
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om 
Novem! 
SCHEDULE. Novem! 
CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. arom 
Civil and Criminal. — 
bs —_—_— —g 
| l Novem 
Summer and Winter Assizes.| ¥ Novem 
| | | North Wales, | south Wal North- | zoren 
Commission Days. | Midland. Oxford. Northern. | South-Eastern.| Chester, and onl aa Sactern, Home. Western. — 
i i i Glamorgan. . } 

Summer. Winter. | } Novem! 
Price. ace rege Fea | Sa = Novem! 
May29 —... January 11 ...| | Huntingdon | Newtown | Maidstone Salisbury (¢) 

May 30 .-. January 12 .../ | re | er: 33 | ea i 
May31 —S... January 13 ... Cambridge Dolgelly ot a i Decemt 
June 1__... January 16 ... Xa pee Haverfordwest sas Dorchester Deoem! 
June 2 ... January 16 ... ies Carnarvon LA * o t 
June 3 - January 17 ... Bary Bt Pe Lampeter ook Pe Decemt 
| Edmun a) | er Decemt 
June 5 January 18 nai at | Wells (¢) - @ Decem! 
June 6 January 19 Say Carmarthen a me Decem! 
— : mo Beauwaris 7: | ase 4 i — 
June 9 January 23 |. | Norwich Ruthin ; | Guildford ie 3 Decem! 
June 10 ++. January 24 ... ine : ‘ | at Brecon ta ee Bodmin e Decemt! 
June 12 ... January 25 . Ses av ‘ ay | ee oi yi ues | sed ag Decemt 
June 13 January 26 i . | Mold Presteign ? te Decem! 
June 14 . January 27 ‘ly el 2 | me 
June 15 . January 29 WN Chester (2) Exeter (2) Decem| 
June 16 ..\January 30 Aylesbury Reading Pe as Decemt 
June 17 .. January 31 sal Chelmsford | x Decemt 
June 19 ..{February 1 ps an | tes Decemt 
June20 —...|February 2 Bedford Oxford va = a Decemt 
June 21 |\February 3 : we Swansea (2) (b) ir | Winchester (2) > 
June 22 February 5... sae ioe a 
June 23 February 6 Northampton Worcester Hertford + 
June 24 (February 7 ‘ tes } 4 
June 26 |February 8 “s “ | ons zr 
June 27 (February 9 ; us Lewes see ‘ 
June 28 February 10 Leicester Appleby va Bristol (2) oe 
June 29 February 12 < Gloucester a a on | vee 
June 30 February 13 i Carlisle slat we oe | 
duly 1 February 14 | ees 
July 3 February 15 <m be } 
July 4 February 16 a (End) me April 1 
Linco! n : 
July 5 February 17 oe Lancaster ms | “a (End) al ; 
July 6 February 19 Monmouth (End) Newcastle (2) aoe ; 
July 7 February 20 we : iY * April 1 
July 8 February 21 i Manchester (2 April 1 
July 10 -- |February Derby F : April 1 
July 11 ... February 4 st Heréford Pe April 1 
... February 26 Soe ak | Durham (2 
July 14. February 27 : nteew | 7  ae-t 
> oa fe ce April 2 

iy 17 “ h 1 Nottingham (2 
July 18 ... March 2 ree at 
July 19 9 |.) March 3 - _ - ial 
July20—s...|March 5 ion ae York (2) April 2 
July 21 .\March 6 ae Stafford (2) a F 
July 22 9 |. March 7 Warwick 2 a 
July 24 March 8 a 

..|\Mareh 9 Liverpool (2) Leeds 
July 26 ---|March 10 ‘ ‘ (2) May 
july 2 ~~ |Mareh 12 ue $2) May | 

.-.|March 13 Birmi 2) vs 
July 290 |. March 14 a a May 
July 31... March 15 on May § 
August 1 ...!March 16 ae May 1 
August 2 ... March 17 } " May 11 
August 3 .... March 19 S May 1: 
August 4 ....March 20 ee May 1: 
August 5 ... March 21 ot May 1: 
August 7 ....March 22 ie May 1¢ 
August 8 ....March 23 wie May 17 
Augast 9 ..\March 24 | agi May 15 
August 10 .... March 26 az Ms tl 

Augustil ..'March27 . oe 
Augusti2 .|March2: ... End End (End) Wi 
seein be alt 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 











AUTUMN CIRCUIT. 
Criminal Business only, except where otherwise stated. 
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(a) or Devizes. 


EASTER CIRCUIT. 


(+) or Taunton. (c) or Cardiff. (@) or Ipswich, 


COMPANIES (WINDING-UP). 





Northern, 


Norice, 
| North-Eastern, By order of the Lord Chancellor, dated the 3rd of August, 1893, the 
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ve | Manchester (Civil) 
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End. 





When Whit Sunday —_ fall before the 21 
tered so as to enable these circuits to be 
before Whit Sunda: , 


following action has been transferred to the Hon. Mr. Justice Vaughan 
| Williams (sitting as an additional judge in the Chancery Division) :— 

wi ” Mr. Justice Ourrry (1893—A—1,089). 

James Aitken (on behalf of himself and all other the holders of the 
ne oe by the defendant company) v. The Welsh Anthracite 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 





- Manchester (2). (Civil and Crimina))... se pet Lunacy. 
v4 


Re PLENDERLEITH—C. A. No. 2, 3rd August. 
Lunatic—Jupement COrgprrors or—Cuarcinc Orpsrs—VALiIpiry or— 


g 


Funp ux Court. 
a On the 6th of April, 1892, an order was made in ) under section 116 
of the pamese £4 1890 (53 Vict. c. 5), a of the lanatic’s 
Leeds (Criminal) y, and ordering a sum of £784 Consols belonging to him to be 
Protent rprtreney May mprenpre: Cay 5 mong lunatic obtained 
u ent against an action. une, a order was 
seetined on the Constia tor an eumitad Ay 4 
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st of Ma on the Thunday Horne v. Pountain A ok dpe 37 W. R. Dig. 115); Re 
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Lrxpiey, L.J., stated the facts and said that but for the charging order 
it was clear that the creditor would have no right to be paid out of the 
lunatic’s estate in court or under the protection of a judge inlunacy. See 
Re Pink (31 W. R. 730, 23 Ch. D. 577), and a long series of older 
authorities. In Re Pountain (37 Ch. D. 609, 36 W. R. Dig. 106), the court 
appointed a receiver to protect the property of a lunatic not so found by 
inquisition against {inter alia) execution by a judgment creditor. If the 
creditors could not get paid without invoking the aid of the Court in 
Lunacy, the court had always refused such aid if to grant it would be to 
reduce the lunatic to the condition of a pauper. A charging order did not 
deprive the court of its jurisdiction in those respects. [After considering 
the case of Re Leavesley and the order made, and commenting on it, his 
lordship continued :—]} The charging orders in the present case will 
remain for what they are worth. If the lunatic dies or recovers they may 
become available. But their existence does not deprive this court of its 
power to dispose for the benefit of the lunatic of the funds under its 
control and belonging to him when the charging orders were obtained. 
There will be no order, therefore, on this application. 

Lorgs and Surru, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsrt, W. D. Rawlins ; Clydes- 
dale. Soxscrrors, Robbins, Billing § Co., for Paige § Grylls, Redruth ; Coade, 
Kingdon, § Co., for Thurstan C. Peter, Redruth. 


[Reported by W. 8. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Court of Appeal. 
MONTAGU & CO. v. FORWOOD BROTHERS & CO.—No. 1, 4th August. 


ParncrpaAt AND Acgnt—Unopisciossp Princtpat—Parivity or Contract— 
Ser-orr aGarnst Principat or Dest pvuE From AGENT. 


Action to recover £53 5s., money had and received by the defendants 
for the use of the plaintiffs. It appeared that the Bank of Antwerp, 
acting under instructions from certain owners of cargo, wrote to the 

laintiffs, who were bankers in London and their London correspondents, 
instructing them to collect from the underwriters on two policies of 
marine insurance contributions in respect of general average losses, and 
enclosing the policies. The plaintiffs handed the policies to Messrs. 
Beyts, Craig, & Co., who were merchants in London, and in whose names 
the policies were originally made out, and instructed them to collect the 
moneys, and they in their turn handed the documents to the defendants, 
who were insurance brokers, to collect the moneys. The defendants 
collected the moneys, amounting to £53 5s. less commission, and 
subsequently Beyts, Craig, & Co. became bankrupt, and the 
plaintiffs thereupon gave the defendants notice that they claimed 
the moneys in their hands. The defendants claimed to retain this sum 
against debts due to them from Beyts, Craig, & Co., upon the ground that 
they dealt with Beyts, Craig, & Co., as principals. At the trial before 
Day, J., without a jury, the learned judge found as a fact that the 
defendants did not know and had no reason to believe that Beyts, Craig, 
& Co. were only agents in the transaction, and gave judgment for the 
defendants. The — appealed. 

Tue Covert (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 


pete 5 

Esner, M.R _, said that Beyts, Craig, & Co., who were merchants, 
employed the defendants to collect the policy moneys as agents for them. 
The defendants did not know, and had no reason to suppose, that Beyts, 
Craig, & Co. were themselves acting as agents, and the latter were not per- 
sons who had the character of acting as agents for anyone. At the time 
when the defendants collected the moneys Beyts, Craig, & Co. were 
indebted to them in a sum exceeding the moneys so collected, and they 
had at that time a right to set off that money against Beyts, Craig, & Co’s 
indebtedness to them. The plaintiffs could not now intervene and deprive 
the defendants of that right. The law was settled in Rabone v. Williams 
(7 T. R. 360 n.) and George v. Clagett (2 Sm. L. C., 9thed., p. 130). In Fish v. 
Kempton (7 C. B. 687) Wilde, C.J., said that ‘‘ where goods are placed in 
the hands of a factor for sale, and are sold by him under circumstances 
that are calculated to induce, and do induce, a purchaser to believe that 
he is dealing with his own goods, the principal is not permitted afterwards 
to turn round and tell the vendee that the character he himself has allowed 
the factor to assume did not really belong to him.’’ The learned judge 
was there speaking of goods being placed in the hands of a factor for sale, 
but the principle was the rame as if he had been speaking of a person 
authorized by another to sell and deliver that person’s goods. That prin- 
ciple was applicable here. Beyts, Craig, & Co. dealt with the defendants 
as if they themselves were persons entitled to collect the insurance moneys 
for themselves. The defendants thus had a right of set-off the momen 
the moneys were collected, and the plaintiffs, who had allowed Beyts, Craig, 
& Co. to assume the character of principals, could not now interfere with 
that valid and existing right. 

Bowen and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsgi, Finlay, Q.C., and Haldin- 
stein; Dickens, Q.C., and Sims Williams. Soxicrrous, Gilbert E. Samuel ; 
J. R. Greening. 

[Reported by W. F. Banny. Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re HODGKINGON—No. 2, 8th August. 


Pronate—W 1LL—Revocation—Two PARTLY INCONSISTENT WILLS—CANCEL- 
LATION oF LaTER Wit ny Testatorn—No REVIVAL OF THAT PART OF 
FoRMER WILL WHICH WAS INCONSISTENT WITH LATER WiLi—SPpEcIAL 
Parownate or vormern WILL Liuirep To sucu PART or TesTaTOR’s Property 


aa 
son, by a will made in June, 1881, gaveall his HE gg ¢ of every descrip. 
tion’? to Jane Stocks absolutely, and appointed her sole executrix. fy” 
September, 1881, the testator duly executed another will by which, } 
7 either revoking or confirming the former will, he gave, devised, 
an ueathed ‘‘ his share and interest under the will of his late 

to his Emma, and appointed her sole executrix of that his will) 
The share and interest which the testator took under the will of his mot 

was real estate, and was the only real estate belonging to the 

The testator subsequently animo revocandi cancelled the will of Septem 
1881, by cutting off his —— thereto. Barnes, J., held that the 

of September, 1881, must be treated as a nullity for all purposes, on the 
ground that having been cancelled by the testator it had no existence as q 
will at the time of the testator’s th, and he granted probate of the 
whole of the former will of June, 1881. The heir-at-law of 
testator appealed, and contended that although the later will, havi 
been cancelled by the testator, could not be admitted to probate, yet tha} 
it was not inoperative for all a ; that it did in law operate to revokg” 
so much of the former will as related to the real estate of the testator; 
and that the revocation of the later will did not revive that part of the” 
earlier will which had been revoked by the later will. The following 
sections of the Wills Act were relied on by the appellant: section 20, * 

will, or codicil, or any part thereof, s be revoked otherwise than 
aforesaid” (i.e., by marriage) ‘‘or by another will or codicil executed 
manner hereinbefore required, or by some writing declaring an intention t 
revoke the same, and executed in the manner in which a will is hereig. 
before required to be executed, or by the burning, tearing, or otherwise 
destroying the same by the testator, or by some person in his presence and 
by his direction with the intention of revoking the same”; section 22 

** No will or codicil, or any part thereof, which shall be in any manner 
revoked shall be revived otherwise than by the re-execution thereof, or by” 
a codicil executed in manner hereinbefore required and 

tion to revive the same; and where any ici 

partly revoked and afterwards wholly revoked shall be revived, such 
revival shall not extend to so much thereof as shall have been revok 
before the revocation of the whole thereof unless an intention to the con. 
trary be shewn.’”’ The appellant accordingly claimed that there was 
intestacy as to the testator’s real estate, and that a special probate of the 
earlier will, limited to so much of the testator’s property as was not com- 
prised in the later will, was the only probate that ought to be granted. ~ 


Tue Covrr (Linpuzy, Lorgs, and A. L. Smrrn, L.JJ.) 
appeal. 


prised the real estate of the testator, it was obvious that the first will 
not wholly revoked by the second will. The question which the court had 
to consider was whether there ought to be a grant of probate in common 
form of the whole of the first will, or only a special grant of probate con= 
fined to such of the testator’s property as was not comprised in the seco 
will. That depended on the effect of sections 20 and 22 of the Wills Ac 
It was, in his opinion, quite clear on the construction of those seoti 
that so much of the first will as related to the testator’s real estate 
revoked by the second will, and that, notwithstanding the fact that # 
testator had cancelled the second will animo revocandi, the revoked part 
the first will was not thereby revived, but the revocation of the first 
still stood as to the real estate. Probate of the whole of the first 
could not therefore be granted, but only a special probate limited to 
much of the testator’s property as was not comprised in the second will. 
Lorgs and A. L. Saurru, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsrt, Bargrave Deane; 
Barnard. Souicrrors, Marsland, Hewitt, § Urquhart, for John Hewitt § Son, 
Manchester; Merriman, Pike, § Merriman, for Partington ¢ Allen, Man-~ 
chester. € 
{Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law.]} re 


MOSTYN v. MOSTYN—No. 2, 4th August. 


Venpor AND Purcuaser—Satze sy Onpger or Court—Conpitions or Sum 
—Converanctne Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 70. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., by purchasers 
certain land sold under an order of the court, involving the question 
the effect of section 70 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, which pro 
that “‘an order of the court under any statutory or other jurisdiction 
not as against a purchaser be invalidated on the ground of want of ju 
diction or of want of any concurrence, consent, notice, or service whet 
the purchaser had notice of any such want or not.” On the 23rd of Jul 
1892, an order was made in an inistration suit for the sale of certain lam 
(the subject of the pat eee to r with other land, the vend@ 
being the trustees of the will of the Hon. Thomas Edward Mostyn ' 
Mostyn. By such order it was directed that the land should be cold with ® 
approbation of the judge, and that the trustees of the National Provit 
Tnstitution, who were first mo: , should be at liberty to retain Hi 
money to arise by such sale in reduction of their charge if they should BF” 
willing to receive the same. The property was subsequently sold subject 
certain conditions of sale, and Thomas Barker and Adonizah f 
became purchasers of two lots and they applied to have their 
veyances of the property settled by the judge in chambers. Their app 
tions were adjourned into court and were heard by Kekewich, J., Wi 
directed the conveyances to be settled in a way which gave rise to this appeal 
There were puisne incumbrancers, and the purchacers contended th } 
were entitled to have a clean title. The learned judge held that Me 





AS WAS NOT COMPRISED IN LATER Writ—Wri1s Acr (1 Vicr. c. 26), 
ss. 20, 22. 


Appeal from Barnes, J. In this case the testator, Abraham Hodgkin- 


purchasers were bound to take the pr subject to all mortgages othe 
which nd . The first mo re 


than the first mortgage 
| not s to the administration suit nor parties to the sale. 


ly to the proposed conveyance for the purpose of conveying the 





Lrxotey, L.J., said that as the second will only dealt with what com. | 
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estate and releasing their mo . They were not before the court. 
The draft conve as ori ypeeperel, wee So Wee, peasers me Se SS 
hold absolutely discharged from the first mortgage debt and all claims and 
demands on account thereof; to which the first mortgagees added a - 
sion that the property was to be subject to such right or equity of - 
[esting ond wes not by the conve; . Clause 7 of 
the conditions of sale provided thus: “‘ The title to all lots comprised 
in the foregoing particulars of sale shall commence with a ope devise 
contained in the will dated the 18th day of March, 1858, of the late Hon. 
T E. M. L. Mostyn, by virtue of which all the premises are believed, and 
shall be assumed, to have yor ae vested in the vendors for an ee 
fee simple in possession, subject to mo of large amount. e 
title will consist of a print of the said war at the codicil thereto, and 
a deed of confirmation or consolidation of mortgages dated the 13th of 
August, 1880, and a subsequent deed of further charge and certain trans- 
fers. ‘These deeds contain recitals of, or references to, the former 

on the property, which recitals shall be accepted as correct and complete 
unless proved to be otherwise, and no purchaser shall 
evidence or information as to the creation or devolution 


ition provided 
or as to the title prior to the date of the said will.’’ Condition 8 . 


“ 4 life annuity of £2,000 perannum . . which is os 
on the whole of the testator’s real and personal estate in priority to all 
other charges thereon will be released. . . The first mortgagecs 
the premises will join in the conveyance to each haser and release 
the property purc by him from all eel mange and interest due 
upon the security of their mortgage; but, inasmuch as such 
moneys exceed in amount the money expected to arise by the 
sale which will be handed over to the first m , no 
uent incumbrance will be abstracted or released, nor any 
objection, requisition, or inquiry be made in respect of any incumbrance 
eeeenquent to that of the first mortgagees, or on account of the money 
secured by any mortgage or incumbrance being trust money.’’ Condition 
11 provided: ‘* As regards each lot the —— on payment .. . 
shall be entitled to a proper conveyance in accordance with these con- 
ditions and the foregoing particulars of the property purchased by him ; 
such conveyance shall be prepareil by and at the expense of the purchaser, 
and shall not contain or imply any covenant for title other than a 
statutory implied covenant against incumbrances, and the purchaser shall 
not require the concurrence in the conveyance of any person having only 
an equitable interest bound by the order for sale, other than the vendors 
who are selling as trustees of the will of the said testator.” 


Tur Covrr (Lorzs and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 


Lorrs, L.J., said that, in his opinion, the view taken by Kekewich, J., 
was erroneous. The case as between the vendors and purchasers was not 


5 


z 


difficult. Having regard to the conditions of sale purchasers had 
contracted for and were entitled toa conveyance of the purchased 
for an estate of inheritance free from incumbrances. case depended 


& 
if 
f 


on the conditions of sale, clauses 7, 8, and 11, and section 70 
panies Act, 1881. Kekewich, J., had not dealt with the 11th 
conditions of sale nor with section 70 of the Act. In the 7 
conditions there was a clear notice of puisne incumbrances and, 
no other conditions, his lordship would have agreed with Kekewich 
But condition 11 contained the words, ‘‘ The purchaser shall 
the concurrence in the conveyance of any person having only an equi 
interest bound by the order of sale,’’ that was, who were bound b 
order of sale. No doubt, whoever oo ge that condition had in 

section 70 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. That section was considered b 
the Court of Appeal in Re Hall Dare’s Contract (21 Ch. D. 41). Sir 

Jessel there said, in concluding his judgment, that ‘‘ the purchaser saw an 
order for sale made by the court and he was not bound to trouble himself 
any further. If any mistake had been made, still he was to get a 
title, all claims of the persons ititerested in the estate being 
the purchase-money.’’ In the present case the 
lordship’s opinion, protected by the order of sale of the 23rd of July, 1 
from puisne incumbrances. Condition 11 ap to’ state that, and 
rectly. The purchasers as against the vendors were entitled to have the 
property conveyed to them free from incumbrances. The alterations 
dbjectod to by the purchasers were introduced by the first mortgagves, 
who were not before the court or parties to the contract for sale, the 
court had no yous to compel them to submit to the purchaser’s 
requirements. If the first mortgagees insisted on the alterations, the 
purchasers must decline to complete ; if the vendors could ce them to 
withdraw them, then the conveyance must be for an estate free from 
incumbrances and must, if the form of it could not be agro to, be 
_— of the conveyancing counsel of the court. appeal must be 

wed, and the respondents pay the costs of it. 


A. L. Surru, L.J., concurred. The effect of section 70 was to make the 
order for sale binding on the subsequent incumbrances and prevent them 
taking objection to it as against the purchasers, as otherwise they migh' 
do on the ground that they had not concurred in or had notice of or con- 
sented to the order. The vendors were, therefore, in a position to 
purchasers an estate in fee simple free from incumbrances. The com- 
ra of the purchasers that the con’ tendered to them as settled 

the vendors and first mortgagees shewed on the face of 

estate free from incumbrances was not being given seemed to him well 
founded. If their complaint could not be met, to refuse 
tocomplete. If it could they must then’ have t 
them free from incumbrances. There must be a declaration that the sub- 
sequent incumbrances were bound by the, order.—Covunsat, 

QO., and £. P. Hewitt; Renshaw, Q.0., and Warrington. Soxzcrrons, 
Belfrage § Co., tor Chamberlain & Johnson, Liandudno; Hulberts ¢ Hussey. 


(Reported by Azruun Lawauyoz, Barrister-at-Law, | 
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Re PALMER, PALMER v. ANSWORTH—No. 2, 9th August. 


Wutt—Constavcrion—Resipvs—SuHares or Restpuk GIVEN ABSOLUTELY BY 
Wiut1—Copici, gesraictine THE Grrr or Onz Sure To a Lire Interest 
WITH DIRECTION THAT UPON THE DECRASE OF THE Live Tenant THE SHARE 
SHOULD FALL INTO AND PORM PART OF THE Resipvary Esrare. 


Appeal from 8 J. This raised a as to whether 
the decision in Hw a 


the same should fall into and form part of his residuary estate; and in all 
other he ratified and confirmed his will 6 wth thin Rao 
testator the question was raised as to whether or not was an intestacy 
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on. the 
RB. 148, 1B. & M. 546), 
.R.3 Ch. App. 301), Cresswell v. Cheslyn ( 
3 Trusts (50 L. J. Oh. 131), all of which, it was contended, confirmed 
Humble v. Shore, were cited. 
Tue Cover (Lixpuey, Lorazs, and A. L. Surrm, L.JJ.) allowed the 


a ‘ 

4 le L J., reviewed the various cases in which Humble v. Shore 
been approved and followed, or disapproved and distinguished ; 
observed that in the \ > 


i 
. 
w 


His lordship said he could follow those cases, not cases such as 
Humble v. , where, notwithstanding the express direction of the 
testator that the revoked share of residue should again fall into residue, 
it was held that such share fell out of the residuary gift altogether, and 
was undisposed of. If Humble v. Shore had laid down any rule of law 
which had guided conveyancers in wills, it would be 
too late for that it. 


ae a Fate ye a a Hastings, 
ms ” Robins, Hay, weirs, 4 Iuece; Thomas White ¢ Son, for Stanley, 
Wasbrough, § Doggett, Bristol. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re RAMUZ and EDWARDS'S CONTRACT—Chitty, J., 3rd August. 


vendor had lot to another 
Soa ge 
for the breach of pom bere Hi The vendor there- 
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upon rescinded the contract under a condition providing that ‘‘if any 
purchaser should make any objection or requisition of any kind whatsoever 
which the vendor should be unable or for any reason unwilling to remove 
or comply with, or should commence any litigation or threaten to do so, 
the vendor might annul the sale.’’ Counsel for the purchaser contended 
that the above condition did not apply to the lot to which the vendor had 
shewn no title at all: Bowman v. Hyland (26 W. R. 877, 8 Ch. D. 588). 
Currry, J., said that there was an entire contract for the four lots, but 
the evidence shewed that the vendor could only convey two lots and part 
ofathird. It was argued that Bowman v. Hyland applied. In that case 
Hall, V.C., decided that such a rescission clause as the present did not 
apply where the vendor shewed no title at all, saying that it was not the 
id of case in the contemplation of the parties when the clause was 
framed. But Hall, V.C., would never have held that if on a sale of a 
large estate no title to a small portion could be made, rescission was 
barred. The present case was intermediate between these two. The 
vendor could make a title to two lots and a fraction out of four. In his 
lordship’s opinion the case was not within the principle of Hall, V.C.’s 
decision, the vendor was entitled to rescind.—Counse., Edward Ford ; 
Crossfield. Sorticrrors, C. R. Taylor ; A. Syrett. 
[Reported by G. Rowiayp Atstow, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re EARL DYSART’S SETTLED ESTATES—Chitty, J., 9th August. 


Pracrice—Setriep Estates Act, 1877, s. 23 (40 & 41 Vicr. c. 18)— 
Tenant ror Lire—ANTEcEDENT TERM. 


Devise to the use of trustees for the term of twenty-one years upon certain 
trusts and from and after the expiration of the said term and subject 
thereto and to the trusts thereof to the use of A. B. for life. The trusts 
of the term were to pay certain debts, maintain A. B. and others, and 
accumulate the surplus as residuary personalty. On A. B. and the 
trustees presenting a petition for the sanction of the court to a proposed 
lease the point arose whether they came within the words of section 23 of 
the Act, which ifies the persons entitled to apply by petition, viz., 
**any person entitled to the possession or to the receipts of the rents and 
profits of any settled estates for a term of years determinable on his death, 
or for an estate for life, or any greater estate.’’ It was stated by 
Jessel, M.R.,in Taylor v. Taylor (1 Ch. Di: 431, 24 W. R. Dig. 138) that 
no person other than those described in the section could petition, but 
orders had been made in cases similar to the present in the Irish case of 
Ex parte Puzley (1. R. 2 Eq. 237), followed by Malins, V.C., in Re Harris 
(28 W. R. 721). See Shelford, 9th ed., p. 651. 

Curry, J., without going further into the matter, followed Ex parte 
Puzley.—Counssr, Byrne, Q.C., and Strickland; Chubb, Rowley Elliston, 
and Wilcocks. Souicrror, J. A. Bertram. 


[Reported by G. Rowtayp Atstox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


JARVIS v. JARVIS—North, J., 2nd August. 
CuarGe upon Macurvery—Sratvte or Fravps, s. 4—Brits or Saue Acts. 


The King’s Lynn Docks Co. (formed by Act of Parliament incorporating 
the Companies Clauses Act, 1845), who were the owners of lands at King’s 
Lynn, let the same to a firm who failed. The docks company then pur- 
chased the machinery on the premiees from the official receiver. To make 
the purchase the docks company borrowed £8,929 from their bankers, 
Messrs. Jarvis, and on the 12th of April, 1885, made a minute in their 
books to that effect, and that an assignment of the machinery should be 
made to Meesrs. Jarvis. 6} per cent. compound interest was to be 
charged on the amount owing. This was not referred to in the minute. 
No assignment of the machinery was ever made. On the 19th of March, 
1887, the docks company, by a memorandum under their seal, acknow- 
led the debt of £8,929 to Messrs. Jarvis, and undertook to hand over 
to rents to be received for the machinery by the decks company from 
oa called the King’s Lynn Seed Crushers Co. Accordingly, on 
the 25th of June, 1887, the docks company leased the premises to the 
seed crushing company, and on the same date agreed to give the use of 
the said mac to the same company for ten years at £900 per annum, 
making in the aggregate £9,000, with interest at 4 per cent. on all moneys 
for the time being unpaid. The property in the machinery until the ex- 
piration or cesser of the term to be in the docks company, but to become 
the of the seed crushing company on the expiration of the term, 
and payment of all moneys agreed to be aw therefor, or previously to the 
expiration of the term at the option of the seed crushing company on 
payment by them of the £9,000 and interest. This agreement was made 
with the concurrence of Messrs. Jarvis. The seed crushing company paid, 
and Mesers. Jarvis received, rents amounting to £450 for the machinery, 
reducing the debt owing to them of £8,929 to £7,479. No further pay- 
ments were made by the seed crushing company, whose interest under the 
lease and agreement of the 25th of June came to an end. On the 3rd of 
April, 1889, ae poet a resolution for a voluntary winding up, which 
was continued the supervision of the court, and thereupon the docks 
re-entered under the terms of their lease. In the meantime 
borrowed £8,000 from their London bankers, Messrs. Pres- 
cott, of April, 1888, wrote a letter to Messrs Prescott, in 
which they stated that they were entitled to the said machinery under a 
deed or t from the docks company, upon which and 

Mesers. Prescott had to advance £8,000 and Mesers. 

k to execute a proper c upon all such and 
to Messrs. Prescott. On the 25th of October, 1888, Messrs. 
wrote another letter to the same effect to Mesers. Prescott, under- 





having died, this action was commenced by the survivor against the execu. 
trix of his deceased brother for an account, and on the 17th of November 
1888, a decree was made for such account and a receiver appointed, On 
the 8th of November, 1888, £11,240 was due by the docks company ontheig 
general balance of account to Messrs. Jarvis, which was reduced on the 24th 4 
of January 1889, to £10,992 11s. and interest. This sum included the 7 
£7,479 owing for the machinery. The docks company had paid to the ~~ 
receiver £2,025 16s., interest on the said balance down to the end of 189], 
This was a summons by the plaintiff in the action to direct the receiver to 
pay the £2,025 16s. interest received to Messrs. Prescott. Messrs. Pres. 
— were served, and submitted to be bound by any order that might be 
e. 


Nortn, J., in delivering judgment, said that the agreement of the 25th 
of June, 1887, being m with the concurrence of Messrs. Jarvis; the 
machinery could not be assigned to them. It was obvious that the claim ~ 
could not succeed to the full extent; the amount in disputedid notin any 
way represent the machinery in question or any part of the yeseaail is 
thereof, it was merely interest paid on a general balance, and the utmost 
Messrs. Prescott could in any event claim would be so much of the interest 
as was paid in respect of such portion of the general balance as was 
charged to them by way of security, and they could only succeed as to 
such interest if they could establish a claim for the principal upon this 
machinery or its proceeds. It was contended that the claim must fail 
altogether because the machinery in question consisted chiefly, if not 
entirely, of articles which were trade fixtures and which were therefore 
land within section 4 of the Statute of Frauds, and any contract as to 
them must be evidenced by writing signed by the party to be charged 
and that so far as such articles were not trade fixtures they were personal 
chattels which had never been in the possession of Messrs. Jarvis and of 
which no bill of sale had been registered or even executed. In his lord. 
ship’s opinion this contention was well founded. So far as the machinery 
consisted of trade fixtures, no doubt an interest in them was an interest in 
land within section 4 of the Statute of Frauds. And there was no 
memorandum in writing of the contract, for the minute in the books of 
the docks company did not contain all the terms of the contract, and the 
memorandum of the 19th of March, 1887, did not supply the defect, for 
it merely related to the payment of rents for the machinery and did not 
refer to any agreement to assign. Messrs. Jarvis had, therefore, no charge 
on the machinery which they could or did assign to Messrs. Prescott. As 
to such part of the machinery as was not within the operation of the ~ 
Statute of Frauds, the want of a bill of sale would prevent Messrs. Jarvis ~™ 
from recovering, for although under the Companies Clauses Act, 1845, no ~ 
bill of sale was necessary between the docks company and the seed crush- 
ing company yet this had no application to the transaction between 
Messrs. Jarvis and Mesers. Prescott, because so far as the letters above” 
referred to could operate to create any charge, it would only be because ~~ 
they operated as assignments of personal chattels or because they were 
assignments by which a right in equity to personal chattels was conferred, ~ 
in either of which cases a bill of sale duly registered was essential. It © 
was also contended for Messrs. Jarvis that they were entitled to adebt 
due from the docks company for which they had a security upon the 
machinery, and that whatever the case might be as to the security they 
could charge or assign the debt by parol without reference to the Bills of 
Sale Acts or the Statute of Frauds. But in his lordship’s opinion this was 
not so. An assignment of or charge upon a secured debt must be accom- 
panied by the same formalities as were essential to make the security 
effective in its creation. Under these circumstances his lordship held that 
Messrs. Prescott had no charge upon the principal debt of £10,992 11s. or 
any part of it, and could not, therefore, receive any part of the interest 
paid on that sum.—Covunse, Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and J. M. Stone; 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 7. Rolls Warrington. Soxscrrorns, G. F. Hudson, 
Mathews, & Co. ; Young, Jones, § Co. 

[Reported by C. F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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ATTORNEY-GENERAL ». HOOPER—Stirling, J., 3rd August. 


Loca GovernmEent—SiGNBOARD—CONTRAVENTION oF Loca Act—JURIS- 
DICTION or ComMIssIONERS TO Remove—Notice—6 W111. 4, c. 25, 8. 82. 


This was a motion by the Attorney-General, at the relation of the 
Improvement Commissioners for Crediton, Devon, against one Hooper, 7 
the occupier of a house within the jurisdiction of the commissioners, to 7 
restrain the defendant, his servants and agents, from interfering with the — 
commissioners, their servants and workmen, in the exercise of their powers | 
in taking down and removing a certain signboard which had been put up 
by the defendant. The motion was by consent treated as the trial of the ~ 
action. The commissioners derived their power by virtue of 6 Will. 4, ¢ 
25, ss. 82-84. Thedefendant, towards the close of the year 1890, erected a 
signboard over his house; it stood about 22ft. above the street, and pro- 
jected over the whole of the foot pavement and slightly over the road. 
A co ence ensued between the clerk to the commissioners and the 
defendant, and ultimately, in November, 1892, the commissioners 
ceeded to remove the signboard, and were resisted by the defi 
Hence the present action. On the hearing of the motion two objections” 
were taken by the defendant: first, that the commissioners never really — 
formed a judgment that the was @ nuisance or annoyance within the ™ 
meaning of the Act. His lordship came to the conclusion, on the evident®~ 
before him, that the objection was not well founded. The second objets | 
tion was that it was contrary to all iples of justice that the resolution” 
of the commissioners should take because no notice of the resolution” 
was given to the defendant, and he had no opportunity of being heard t 
opposition. Reliance was placed upon Hopkins v. Smethwick Local Board & 
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execute a proper charge to them. One of the Messrs. Jarvis 


Ath (38 W. B. 499, 24 Q. B, D. 712), Goldstraw v. Duckworth (28 W. Be 
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504, 5 Q. B. D. 275), and Tinkler v. Wandsworth District Board of Works (6 
W. R. 50, 2 De G. & J. 261). 


SriauinG, J., after considering Hopkins v. Smethwick Local Board of Health, 
which was decided on the authority of Cooper v. Wandsworth District Board 
of Works (14 C. B. N. 8. 180) and Vestry of St. James and &t. John, Clerken- 
well v. Feary (24 Q. B. D. 703), said that the latter caee, which turned 
upon section 81 of the Metropolis Local t Act, 1855 (18 & 19 

ict. c. 120), gave a guide as to what ought to be done in the present case. 
The commissioners were not bound to act as a court; they gave fourteen 
days’ notice, and the defendant should have asked to be heard if he 
objected. That was not done; he was advised that they had no jurisdic- 
tion to make the order, and tock a wrong course. His lordship was not 
prepared to say the sign was not dangerous or anno , and therefore 
the plaintiffs were entitled to the injunction the for.—CounszL, 
Hastings, Q.C., and R. 0. Glen; Beale, Q.0., and Whitaker. Soxicrrors, 
Coode, Kingdon, $ Cotton, for James Wellington, Crediton ; E. Robinson, for 
Eawin J. Vine, Exmouth. 


{Reported by W. Suattoross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.)} 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re MACDONALD, SONS, & CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 
7th August. 


Company—Winpinc vp—Companres Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 131), s. 
25—Paip-urp SHares—Recistration or Oontrract—Spreciric Psrrorm- 
ANCE—AGREEMENT To BECOME MemMBER—ReEGISTER OF Mempers—Rerain- 
inc CERTIFICATES ror SHARES. 


This was a summons to remove the names of certain persons from the 
list of contributories of the above-named company, which was being 
wound up by the court in the following circumstances :—The directors, on 
pong to allotment, signed and sealed certificates for forty founders’ shares 

blank, which were to be issued to certain persons for services rendered 
to the company, and afterwards the secretary filled in the names of 
various persons (among whom were the applicants), and the certificates 
were sent to them. At the same time the secretary wrote to the applicants 
saying that the founders’ shares were fully paid up, and that the appli- 
cants would incur no liability on them. No contract was i in 
accordance with section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867. The certificates 
did not state on their face that the shares were fully paid up, and the 
applicants acknowledged the receipt of the certificates without raising any 
question on their not being fully paid up. The re; of members con- 
tained only the names of ordinary shareholders. The company afterwards 
wrote to the applicants to the effect that the founders’ s had been 
irregularly posted to them, and asked the —"> to return them for 
their own interest, which the applicants did. The liquidator in the 
winding up settled the applicants on the list of contributories, and this 
summons was taken out raising the question whether they were liable by 
reason of section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, for the cash amount of 
the shares held by them. 


VaveHan Wiu1ams, J., held that the applicants were not so liable, 
and said, in giving judgment, that they were not liable unless they had 
become ‘members ’’ of the company within the meaning of section 23 of 
the Companies Act, re Pe were = . ms ay meet they had no 
express agreement with the com » any e Ol plied agreement 
which would arise on their sslietion 40 the certificates of shares, which 
they were told by the company were fully paid-u 
agreement to take fully paid-up shares. After refe 
(36 Oh. D. 702, 36 W. R. Dig. 34), Blyth’s case (25 W. R. 200, 4 Ch. D. 
140), and Pagin § Gill’s case (25 W. R. 905, 6 Ch. D. 681), his lordship said 
that no contract to take shares other than fully -up shares, which 
would be so considered in law, could arise from the retention of shares 
which the company represented as fully paid at the time of the delivery 
and retention of the certificates. In the present case there seemed no 
pretence for saying that the applicants authorized their names to be 
put on the register or ente into any contract which irrevocably 
authorized their names to be put on the register in respect of 
these shares, which could not be treated as fully paid up. If 
they were to be treated as members, it must be because they had 
assumed dominion over the shares, but could it be said they did so 
by receiving and retaining certificates which they were told related 
fully paid-up shares, whereas the shares really were shares which could 
not be treated as fully paid up? It seemed impossible to say that the 
names of these persons ought to be on the ter because they ted 
the certificates. Further, it might be said in this case that the ‘omens 
was between the company and the vendor, to issue the founders’ shares 
to the vendor or his nominees as part of the price payable to him on the 
sale of the property to the company, and { that nm of the 

ts as nominees of the vendor was that of from the 
vendor, and the letter was evidence against the company that the amount 
of the founders’ shares had been paid in cash (Carling’s case, 24 W. R. 165, 
1Ch. D. 115; De Ruvigne’s case, 5 Ch. D. 306; Burkinshaw v. Nicholls, 26 
W. R. 819, Saas Cas. 1004). It would seem to follow that the recipients 
of the certificates could not, by reason merely of the retention of the 
Certificates, be treated as the holders of shares on which they were liable 
to pay saything._ The applicants would have no costs as against the 
receiver.—CounsxL, Warrington; Israel Davis, Boxtscrrors, Oldfields ; 
Halses, Trustram, § Oo. ‘ 


agreement 
to | into, by which David Hiidesheim 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
HARRIS v. BEAUCHAMP August. 
Practice—Action aAGainst Fiem—Inrant Partnsr—JvupcMEnt 
Orpzr 14. 


This was an a from the order of a judge at chambers giving judg- 
ment for the plait under order 14. The action was brought 





UNDER 


the firm of Beauchamp Brothers w a dishoncured cheque to 
have been signed by Ralph and Gilbert Laverne Bares given to. the 
pee 2008 ment for goods sold and delivered to firm. Ralph and 
ilbert Beauc: were the only two members of the firm of 

Brothers, and me | of them entered an in the action. It was 
alleged that Gilbert Beauchamp was a , and the contention of the 
defendants was that jud, t could not go against a firm for - 


ager ay | ‘and no judgment can be 
e no can 
could not be given agains enah pastaer if sued 
er the infancy of Gilbert Beaucham: 
action against 
given against the . 
Jackson v. Litchfield (8 Q. B. D. 474) 
York v. Perez Triana § Co. (1891, 1 Q. B. 304) were cited. 
Cavs, J.—I am of opinion that this a) 
action is brought against the firm of 
that there are two 


posi 

to affirm the contract of 
it and recover back from his 
brought in to the firm. can 

matter of doubt. It is a discretion that the court would not exercise 
him unless it was clear on which side the 

But whichever view be taken 
such as to make it clear that it is for his benefit to be a 
ber of the firm or whether he 
his contract of Sagem in 
this action. ntil the debts of the 

be no profits and no divisible so that un 
say whether it is to the infant’s advantage to 
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tight te bet Se en ill be judgment 

ght form o: ent wi 

that coma shall not issue against Gilbert 

perty or his share (if any) in the > 
Whiean J.—I am of same —Counsgt, Herbert Reed, Q.C., 

and Frank Mellor ; Channell, Q.C., and Wedderburn. Souscttons, Harper $ 

Baticock ; Godfrey § Webb. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dict, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re HILDESHEIM, Ex parte TRUSTBE—C. A. No. 1, 4th August. 


Banxrurtrcy—Proor—Mongy tant TO TrapER—INTEREST VARYING WITH 
Prorrrs — Sunsrrrvurion oF NEW AGREEMENT AT FIXED RATS OF 
Ivrerest—Partnersuir Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. oc. 39), 8. 3. 

In 1880 David Hildesheim, under an in writing, advanced to 
the debtor, his brother, the sum of £20,000, for the purpose of setting 
up in business, and the debtor 


rate of 5 os annum, an equal to one-fourth 
of the rofits of the business. Towards the end of 1885 

took ince between the parties as to a new the stating 
that he was to repay the £20,000 out of the moneys coming to bits, 
and David Hi eim stating that he did not want repaid, 
but that he wanted a fixed rate of interest. Accordingly in January 
1886, the old was terminated and a new agreement was entered 


oe 
1 to tinue his loan to the said” debtor ‘‘ of the sum 
886, continue existing 


$20,000 u: the terms contained,’’ and the ** to pay 
the said ee i ee eee = 
of ten cent. annum by equal er re january, 
1898, a recei pote opin , who was still carrying 
on business, David lodged s pront saninet Me oo 
£20,000. The trustee the and his rejection was confirmed 
by the judge of the Cnt, oe Se evel Oe 
under section 3 cf the Eustace D6 David Hildesheim was not 
entitled to recover in respect of the until the other creditors 
had been . The Court reversed this order, and allowed the 
proof. ‘The trustee by leave appealed. Seotion 3 of 53 & 54 Vict. o. 39 





[Reported by V. px 8. Fowxsz, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Tux Covrr (Lord Esuzr, M.BR., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the 


Esuzr, M.R., said that it had been held by this court in Ex parte 
Mills (L. R. 8 Ch. App. 569, 21 W. R. Dig. 31), and by Kay, J., in Re 
Stone (35 W. RB. 54, 33 Ch. D. 541), that under section 5 of Bovill’s Act 
(28 & 29 Vict. c. 86), which was similar in terms to section 3 of the Part- 

Act, 1890, the state of things at the time when the money 

vanced must be looked at. If there was only one advance it signi- 
not how often the terms of the loan were changed, and if at the time 
of the advance the transaction came within the Act it remained 
within it. The question whether there was only one advance was a ques- 
tion of fact. In 1880 the advance undoubtedly came within the Act. In 
886 the lender was trying to take his case out of the Act, and so he 
tered into a new agreement. But it was the same £20,000. In the new 
agreement the lender agreed to “‘ continue his existing loan.’’ It was not 
@ new advance, there was ouly one advance, namely, that in 1880, though 
the terms were wholly changed, and at that time the transaction came 
within the Act, and it remained within the Act. In order to take an 
advance out of the Act the money must be repaid without any previous 
ement or understanding to re-lend it, and the transaction must be 
ly closed, and then there might be a ectly new contract for 
a new advance. The appeal must therefore be allowed, and the judgment 
of the county court judge rejecting the proof must be restored. 

Bowen and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgx, Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and 
Parry ; Finlay, Q.C., and Yate Lee. Soxicrrors, Hollams, Sons, Coward, § 
Hawksley ; Grundy, Kershaw, § Co. 

[Reported by W. F. Bazrr, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
We continue from p. 687 our extracts from the report :— 


Stamps on proceedings in court.—In November last the council received 
from the Lord Chancellor suggestions made by the Inland Revenue 
Department with reference to the use of impressed stamps on certain 
proceedings in court, instead of adhesive stamps as at present. The 
council made a representation to the Lord Chancellor on the subject, and 
expressed a hope that the proposed alteration would not be made, as they 
were satisfied it would result in additional trouble and inconvenience to 
the profession and the public, without any adequate corresponding 
advantage to the revenue. It was pointed out that at present solicitors 
can purchase at the offices of the High Court, or at their law stationers, 
adhesive stamps, of which they can keep a stock, and on presentation of 
the document so stamped the stamp is readily cancelled and the smallest 
amount of trouble is given; whereas if impressed stamps were required, 
an application would have to be made to an official who would receive the 
amount of the stamp, and hand the applicant a ticket to be presented to 
another official with the document to be stamped. If, however, the 
amount to be imposed is not one which can be impressed by one machine, 
the instrument has to be stam by different officials. For instance, an 
amount of £6 18s. would require six operations, viz., one stamp of £5, one 
of £1, one of 10s., one of 5s., one of 2s,, and one of Is., and these stamps 
are impressed at six different places, but in the same room. The council 
considered that the number of adhesive stamps fraudulently used more 
than once must be comparatively small ; and as an additional expense for 
an automatic recording press and an additional stamper to work it would 
be incurred if impressed stamps only were used, it was submitted 
ic and the profession ought not to be put to the inconvenience 
use impreseed stamps for the sake of saving an insignificant 
. The step suggested would be a retrograde one, 
e excellent practice which has prevailed of late 
er to the smallest amount of trouble in con- 
It was also feared that 
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still | were still of opinion that an amendment of the exis law was 


for value under it should be protected, full recourse being reserved againg} 
trustees and beneficiaries as the proceeds arising from uny dealing — 
with pi . The council they could see no reason why such trang. © 
ferees should be in a worse position than if they had purc direct from 
the settlor. The President of the Board of that some — 
procedure might be devised for avoiding the uncertainties at present ~ 


to the settlements at the time of their execution, to te given upon satis. © 
factory evidence of the grantor’s solvency. The council replied that they 


and that they considered that the case of Re Briggs and Spicer (1872, Oh. Wy . 
and 39 W. R. 377) shewed that property becomes unsaleable for ten years ~ 
if made the subject of a voluntary settlement, and that it followed als 
that where land was so eettled, leases and other arrangements made d 

that period were impeachable, and thereby greatly hindered and pre. 


or small agricultural holdings, as the title could not be passed. The © 
council urged that this state of things was undesirable and against public 
policy, and they were unable to see that the occasional possible injury to 
the creditors of an insolvent debtor was an evil calling for an interference ~ 
so stringent and so seriously affecting the rights of property, especially as 


available to the trustee in bankruptcy. The council said they con. © 
ceived it to be wholly unlikely that persons desiring to make volantenl : 
settlements would submit the question of their solvency to a judicial or © 
official investigation, which, to be of value, would necessarily be minute ~ 


partnership 

that it would probably be found, if inquired into, that fraudulent settle. — 
ments by insolvent persons were of rare occurrence, and, even when they 
promt f involved small amounts ; whereas the present state of the law © 
has a widespread and injurious effect upon many meritorious 


the danger in which purchasers of land were involved by the secret title — 
of trustees in bankruptcy, and the impossibility of guarding against that — 
danger by any effectual searches. This subject was prominently brought — 
into notice by the case of the New Land Devel t Association v. James 





In that case property was contracted to be sold in May, 1891, to Fi 
when it transpired that the person from whom the vendors had bought the 
property in October, 1890, and who became entitled, under the of an 
aunt, in April, 1890, had been adjudged bankrupt in July, 1886. The — 
court decided that the land vested in the bankruptcy trustee im: x 
on the death of the aunt, although had the prcperty been 
property the sale would have been valid in favour of any person 
bond fide with the bankrupt without knowledge of the bankruptcy. 
will therefore be seen that in this case the title of a purchaser 
for value without notice is ousted by the eecret title of a bank- 
ruptcy trustee. Not only is it ee! impossible by any number 
of searches to guard against the thus disclosed, but the 
necessity for the attempt to make such numerous and costly searches 
is in direct conflict with the efforts of law reformers to sim é 
and cheapen land transfer and make title to land certain. It was p : 
out that the Land Charges Registration and Searches Bill, 1888, é 
by this society, as originally introduced into Parliament, con Pro- - 
vdeos for protecting purchasers for value in all cases where the receiving — 
order had not been regi under that Act. Similar provision for & 
protection of the public in cases of private deeds of arrangement } £ 
also contained in the Bill and were allowed to become law, but the * 
of Trade objected to the clauses as to bankruptcy, and they had to = 
abandoned. The council that the subject should be recom- 
sidered in the light thrown u it by the case mentioned above. This” 
year Lord hten introduced a Bill to the effect that voluntary com- 
veyances, if made bond fé should not be avoided under the Act 27 Ei ~ 
c. 4, which the council considered and approved. The council sent Hip” 
lordship a copy of their with the Board of Trade, 
asked him to amend his Bill so as to give effect to the eugene Si 
council. His lordship replied that he saw the force of su 
but could not introduce them into his Bill, the object of which was 
ferent. Lord Macnaghten’s Bill has since both Houses. a 
Land Transfer Bill.—In an early of the session the e 
Chancellor, on behalf of the Government, introduced a Land Transit 
Bill, a subject of which nothing had been heard since the session of 188 
in which aac 2; bao! was thrown out of the House of Loma” 
The present measure is ambitious, and instead of repealing the Act@ 
1875, and attem to construct a new system of tion of title, # 
accepts that extends its operation. The chief objections tot” 
Bill are : first, its compulsory nature, and second, the great extension @ 
officialisin which it involves. If the system were left as s voluntary 


to be accepted in whl opal aghmenigh others, bg to 
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attending voluntary settlements by interposing the sanction of the court ~ < 
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judiced ; and moreover, that the land could not be utilized for allotments ~ 


ei 


the power to follow the proceeds of the settled property would remaig 4 


and expensive, and would, moreover, in the case of persons engaged in — 
transactions, be practically impossible. The council added ~ 


The il at the same time took the opportunity of calling attention to ~ 


ie 


Fagence, which was before the Court of Appeal on the 11th of April, 1892, _ 
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ons felt by solicitors so far as he could do so consistently with what | 


he deemed his duty to the public. At the close of the interview he stated 
that, although he could not accede to the request, which was strongly 
that the Bill should be referred to a select committee to 
evidence, to shew the disastrous effect which the compulsory 
tion of title would produce upon dealings with land, _—— 
in small cases, he would be glad to receive a statement the 
views of the societies, and would careful consider whatever facts might be 
before him. The Land Transfer Committee p observations, 
to which were added reports from most of the provin law societies, and 
tabulated statements shewing the rapidity and cheapness with which small 
conveyancing cases were carried ‘out under the present system, and these 
observations were transmitted to the Lord Chancellor on the 16thof May, 
and, with his sanction, to the press and the law societies. The council 
desire to express their thanks, in which the society and the profession 
will join, to the provincial law societies for the zeal and energy with 
which they co- ones. in this onerous and important work, and the 
readiness with which they obtained and sent in reports on the subjects on 
which information was required for the Lord Chancellor. 


(To be continued.) 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 9th inst., Mr. William Frank Blandy (Reading) in the chair. The 
other directors present were Messrs. R. Cunliffe, Grantham R. Dodd, 
Augustus Helder (Whitehaven), Frank Rowley Parker, Richard Penning- 
ton, Sidney Smith,. Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A 
sum of £601 10s. was distributed in grants of relief, five new members 
were admitted to the association, and other general business was 
transacted. 


THE SITTINGS OF THE WINDING-UP JUDGE. 


Tux following correspondence has recently passed between the Bar 
Committee and the Lord Chancellor :— 

My Lord,—I am desired by the Bar Committee to bring to your notice 
the serious inconvenience occasioned by the existing arrangements for the 
conduct of ‘‘ winding-up ’’ business. In 1892 a joint committee a) ted 
by the Bar Committee and the Incorporated Law to co’ and 
ow upon the tribunal charged with the administration of the affairs of 
joint-stock companies in liquidation presented a report upon the sub- 
ject. A copy of that report, containing the follo extract, was 
sent to the Lord Chancellor (Lord Halsbury) :—‘‘ The committee 
consider that in order to give satisfaction to the public it is essential 
first, that the judge or judges appointed to deal with it should 
not go upon circuit. The importance of the first point is shewn 
by the consequences which follow in bankruptcy when the judge 
is on circuit. The whole bankruptcy jurisdiction is then nominally 
transferred to the judge who happens to be at the Queen’s Benc 
Chambers for the day. Urgent cases must come before him, however 
special may be their character, and the bulk of the business is at a stand- 
still. The committee strongly deprecates any such results in respect of 
winding-up business, in which cases of urgency involving matters of great 
moment frequently arise.’’ Unfortunately no effect was given to this 
recommendation. Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, to whom the “‘ wind- 
ing-up’’ business has been assigned, and who has for that purpose only 
been attached to the Chancery Division, has for some weeks been and now 
is on circuit. It is only at irregular and uncertain intervals that the 
learned judge is able to return to London fora single day grey J a 
Saturday). When so sitting, Mr. Justice Williams endeavours to deal 
with the mass of important business deman his attention by sitting 
beyond the hour at which the courts usually rise. The following are the 

ods of the last five ditings :—-Wolniaian, June 21, 10.30 to 5,10: 


yf June 24, 10.30 to 4.30: Saturday, July 1, 10.30 to 
6.53; Saturday, July 8, 10.30 to 440; Thursday, July 13, 
12 to 4.55. On the last-mentioned day the sitting of the court 


was advertised for 10.30, but his lordship, being detained by business 
on circuit, did not arrive until about 12 o’clock fo the public and to the 
profession these enforced absences from London and these irre; 
sittings in London are most unsatisfactory. When the learned ju on 
circuit there is no possibility of making urgent applications in win -up 
matters, the need of which constantly occurs, there being no other judge 
having jurisdiction to deal with such applications. Moreover, there is thrown 
upon the registrar, during the absence of the judge, a large amount of 
nsible work, which ought not to be of without judicial in- 
tion and consideration. In the view of the Bar Committee, it is 
essential that the judge should always be accessible, and, further, that his 
sittings in court should be frequent, regular, and within the usual hours. 
The cases dealt with by the judge in court involve vast sums of Bp | and 
questions of novelty and dime 1 for 
prompt and full consideration. 


ulty, and such cases 
The Bar Committee f songs the A 
untiring diligence and devotion to du’ yed by Mr. Justice Vaughan 


Williams, and, feeling that it is not within his power to remedy the evils 
above stated, venture to express the hope that your lordship may think it 
right to take steps to effect a more satisfactory administration of justive in 
Tespect of the matters referred to. 

I have the honour to be, my Lord, youre very faithfully and truly, 


Henny James, Chairman of the Bar Committee. 


House of Lords, 8.W., July 27, 1893. 
Sir,—I am directed by the Lord Chancellor to acknowledge the 
of your letter of the inst., with reference to inconvenience occasioned 
Oud to ony thet bie losdabie fell anys tas inapentenes of the bject, 
say su 
porches corgen Red forthwith. The Lord Chancellor 
communicate with the j by whom the business under the Companies 
Winding-up) Act is transacted, and will mention to him that he is 
to it desirable that arrangements should be made for 
another judge alwa Oe alee Se nee Se ee ae ee 
both those judges s never take part in the its at the same time. 
I am, Sir, your obedient 
Mur CKENZIE 


The Right Hon. Sir Henry James, Q.C., M.P. 








MOTIONS IN THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Tux following correspondencs has passed between the Bar Committee and 
as of the Chancery Division :— 


'o Mr. Justice Currry, 


Lord, 
The subject of the as to motions in the 
Chancery ey poche bag cnn hn my myer oot og of the Bar 


Committee. eee Ser. eee ae eee 
ment should be made under which it should be for any 
of the bar, on the return of the judge after the adjournment, or 


at some other definite time during motion day, whether motions have been 
closed or not, to move or mention any motion which has been agreed or 
which it has been arranged should stand over, or which is ex parte or in its 
nature unop . Iam directed by the Bar Committee to apply to yonr 
lordship with the view of obtaining your sanction to such an arrangement 
in your lordship’s court. 

I am, my Lord, 


Your obedient servant, 
8. H. Lorrnovss 
Hon. Secretary of the Bar \ 
Duplicates of this letter were sent to Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice 
Stirling and Mr. Justice Kekewich. 


Royal Courts of Justice, 
27th July, 1893. 
Dear Sir, 


In answer to your lettera of the 24th July, addressed to the 
judges of the Chancery Division, I am authorized to say that they see no 
objection to any member of the bar, on the return of the judge after the 
midday adjournment, on motion day, motions have been closed 
or not, moving, or mentioning any motion which has been agreed, or 
which it has been arranged.should stand over, or which is ex parte, or in 
its nature unopposed, provided it be short. 


Iam ————/ | 
; JosErx A Currrr. 
8. H. S. Lofthouse, = 


Hon. Secretary of the Bar Committee. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. D. A. V. Court-Wiit1ams, barrister, has been ted by Mr. 
Justice ‘itis % ovising "Baseither ‘on tke ‘Neath Wale and. Chester 
Circuit. 

Mr. A. J. Spzncen, barrister, has been an Examiner for the 
Council of Legal Education in the place late Mr. Thomas Brett. 

Mr. Watrer Macs Suremay, solicitor, Manchester, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Shipman was admitted in May, 1885, 
after passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Anruvre Huon Suaw, solicitor, Leek, has pan sapeetells Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Shaw was admitted in May, 1887. 


Mr. Henry Gzorce Troveuton, solicitor, 52, Lincoln's-inn- fields, 
W.C., has been appointed a for Oaths. Mr. Troughton was 
admitted in January, 18$7. 

Mr. Wx. Krarrxe Tartor, solicitor, Manchester, has been a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Taylor was admitted in Easter, 1857. 

Mr. Wx. Groros Vaats, M.A., solicitor has been a 
Commissioner for Oaths. ‘Mr. Veale mp mm ‘Apell, 1887. 


Mr. Geoner Faepeatcx Fasatanp W: solicitor, W: has 
been a) ted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mints “ees oleamuied ta 


. Heis -clerk to the borough magistrates, and vestry 
ark to the parish of Holy Triality. 
. Wx. icitor, has been ted a Commissioner 
ail" Vaan anes rte 

a Commis- 


Mr. Joun Warman, solicitor, Leeds, has been 
sioner for Oaths. Mr, Wormald was admitted in 1887. 


Mr, Axrivx Ww». Waivox, solicitor, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C., has 
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Soptentter, 1s61, a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Weldon was admitted in 
Septem 1881, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vutions. 
Jvuuivs Ocravivs Jacons and Encar Francis Wsipon, solicitors (Jacobs 
& Weldon), 16, St. Helen’s-place, London. July 31. 
[ Gazette, August 4. 
Tuomas Watitace Goiprinc, Wr11am Taytor Mrrcnet., and Cuaries 
Lewis Puuurs, solicitors (Goldring, Mitchell, & Philips), 20, Abchurch- 
lane, London. August 5. [ Gazette, "August 8. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 


Dr. Wii11am O’Hatioran, deceased. — Any person who can give 
information respecting any will made by Deputy-Surgeon General 
William O'Halloran, late of Bourne Hall, Bournemouth, who died on the 
24th of July, 1893, is requested to communicate at once with Messrs. 
Hopgoods & Dowson, No. 17, Whitehall-place, London, S.W.., solicitors. 





GENERAL. 
A correspundent of the St. James’s Gazette says that Italy at present is 
more occupied than ever by the exploits of the far-famed Tiburzi, who 
has fora oe period terrorized with impunity on the borders of 


have been arrested and see as bis aan and are now being tried 
in batches of twenty-five at a time at Viterbo. The calendar of assize 
relating to the 250 accused will extend to four series of trials, the first of 
which has just terminated in various sentences of imprisonment and fines. 
The saga three series will be taken in turns shortly at specified 


sf 








STAMMERERS of all ages, and h penente of stammering children should read a book 


written gentleman who after suff. nearly f years. Post-free for 
bw wey A from Mr. B. Beaszey, og wen ty 7 , or ** Sherwood,” 
Willesden-lane, Brondesbury, London. 


Waxsine To trrzexpine House oe ng & Lesszxs.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the ay ae gps 9 Apr A from The 
Engineering & Ventilation e Meteorol: ice, Victoria-st., 
Ww (Estab 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. -[Apvr.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
Lontion Gazette.—Fatvay, Atig. 4, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep 1 Cuasonsr. 
Beprorp Poon Srores, Limrrep—Peth fi up, 
heard on Aug 9. Antill 1, Gor minting bldgs, 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later thee 6 o’clock in the 


of Aug 8 
Conan seme, Lonrev—Peta for winding u ted Aug 1, directed to be 
Vict ictoria Nobce of ‘appearing mitist reach the 


heard on Aug 9. Carnegie, 52, Queen V 
dhovenemed ast la 





ited Ang 2, directed to be 
1 st, solors for ers. 
‘ternoon 





ter than 6 o aed ta Geo efetnons of 
Cicar Associatios, Linrrzo—Cred ee I on .-, Sept 13, to send their 
names and addresses, and demands or claims, to to Julitis Franks, 1, 


particulars of 

Copthall ct. Keddey & Co, Fenchurch st, ped for liquidator 
Wesrnay, evn we Co, eee are required, on or before Sot a 
send names resses, of their debts to R. F. Mi 

tnd WB. Peet Be _s particulars eir debts or claims, er 

Usiimitep ix Caanxcery. 

Pustsncs axp Newirs Taauwars Co Peta for win up, ted Aug 1, directed 

to be heard on Aug 9. © Nhe, | 26, crave 4 me cope = Notice of 

must reach the abovenamed not in the afternoon of Aug 8 


FRIENDLY ane an DISSOLVED. 
Heazt or Seg Jaoee, Friendly United Order of Mechanics Society, New Inn, Wray, 


IxpErexDENT ps dell Society, National Schools, Halesowen, Worcester. Bo 29 
Larueriayp Lova axp Faurxpcy Society, Litherland, Lancaster. 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Aug. 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurrep 1s CHANCERY 

Great Geiussy Oxwanv Buiipinc Co, Laxrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 
SSS ye Sa pe tS 

’ , ov 12 f 

peer 1, Cor ~oy a y is appoin hearing 

Sirver Draicr 7 TeaxsvaaL may my heyy By 7 sam, Lint rev—Creditors in the eet 

are required, on or before Walter send their names and 
of their detts or = Gols, te alter Ford Andrewes, 8, Old Jewry. Teltue te & 


cireus, 
uired, on or before 4, to send 
me Hart, 


homas, 
Se.vo Lav pecnenyeel pees we Co, _ on 

i their or clai to 
Saba Linen, Weeaeirickee = 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Dar or Cram. 
London Gazette —Faipar, July 2. 
Avsrim, Cazoutxe, Upton Vale ter, Torquay Sept1 Lindop, Torquay 
uae ~~~ \ eee rd, Clapham, Commission Agent Sept'1 Laurence & Co, 


Busscerr, Grouse Eowsnv, Folkestone, Fishmonger Aug 31 Watts & Watts, Folke- 





Rasernsm, Inoue 08.4.4 Danes, Betbarens, Hereford Aug 25 Witham & Co, : 
Souwacds Wassanee Exiza, Brighton Aug 31 Goodman, Brighton 

Braver, Many, Tweeddale Arms Hotel, Tamworth Aug 29 Nevill & Atkins, — 
Doma, Henry, Wavendon, Buckingham, Clerk in Holy Orders Sept 30 i. 
Davies, Emma Norris, Bracebridge, Lincoln Sept 1 Dalton & Kemp, Lincoln 
Doveias, Georcz, Bathurst, New South Wales, Esq Sept 1 Wadeson & Malleson, 3 


A 
Duke, Gzorcr, Hull, Miller Sept1 Priestman, Hull 
Ex.is, Wii11am, Holyhead, Anglesey, Currier Aug 30 Owen & Griffith, Bangor © 
iiounsvess, Tsomas Pariiirs, Cranemoor, Christchurch, Southampton, Esq 
Druitt & Druitt, Christchurch ~~ = 


a Janz, Broadwater Down, Tunbridge Wells Aug 29 Nevill & Atking 
Fernanves, Mary, Southport Augi9 Artindale & Southern, Burnley 


G Wi . Petersfield, Hants, Cabinet Maker 9 ok 
AMBLEN, naam, Bysing Rogete, ur id, ts, Sept nl 


GiiLow, Witt1am, Stock, Essex, Esq Sept 30 Fooks & Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Harper, My ‘Warp, Claverton st, Pimlico,Gent Sept 15 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster 


Howwipatt, Witi1am, West Buckland, Somerset, Gent Sept 1 Booker, Wellington 


Jousten, Wsiim, Solihull, Warwick, Chimney Sweep Sept 30 King & —— 


So 
Licut, AcBert, Southampton, Tailor Sept 12 Sharp & Co, Southampton 
Manrcereson, Perer, Sheffield, Slater Aug 24 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 
Makrxs, Resecca, Sutherland avenue, Maida vale Aug 21 Spyer & Sons, New Broad 


Napix, Ricuarp, Sheffield, Table Knife Cutler Aug 31 Webster & Styring, Sheffield | 
Waen, Copan Dixon, Holland pk mansions, Notting hill Sept 30 Gasquet & Metcalfe, 2B 


lane, 
Pootz, Wi1114m, Preston, Lancaster, Provision Merchant Aug 31 Preston & Son, Mam 
ester 
Powe, Jony, Old hill, Stafford, Coal Merchant Aug7 Cooksey, Old hill 


Presrow, Joux, Spalding, Lincoln, Silversmith Aug 31 Maples & Son, Spalding q 


Ricuarpsoy, Axx, Morpeth, Northumberland, Farmer Sept 1 Denison, Newcastle upon 
Rosson, Micnae., Ovington, Northumberland Sept 1 Denison, Newcastle upon Tyne ; 


ere Witu1am Fretpme, Burnley, Lancaster, Gent Aug 19 Artindale & Southey 


Surrn, Harry, Hillside, Finchley, Esq Aug 31 Palmer & Bull, Bedford row 

Surru, Tuomas, Burslem, Stafford, Brewer Augi2 Challinors, Hanley 

SrawirorTH, ALrrep, Gent, Bangor Sept 15 Humphreys & Hirst, Halifax 

SrayirorTu, Frances Jaye, Sheffield Sept15 Humphreys & Hirst,;Halifax 

Srexnetr, Jaye, Sleaford Augi19 Jessop & Co, Sleaford $ 
St OswaLp es =. Rowianp, Baron, Nostell Priory, nr Wakefield Aug ee 


Tuorrz, Many, Pontefract, York Aug25 Foster & Raper, Pontefract 
Vuwuramy, Axwz Mania, Ipswich Aug 21 King, Ipswich 

Wits, Hoxor, Washington ter, Wimbdon Aug 31 Brice, Bridgwater ; 
Wye, Carorixz, Maple rd, Surbiton Aug 30 Home & Birkett, Lincoln’s inn fields : 
Yarpiey, Bexsamrx, Endon, Stafford, Yeoman Aug 27 Julian, Burslem 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, ong 2- 
Amezay, Joszru, Enfield Highway, Baker Sept1 Wells, Paternoster row 


Berry, Estuer, Oxford rd, Windsor Aug 28 Phillips & Randle Ford, Windsor 
eee Cuantes Davip, Walthamstow, Essex, Esq Sept 12 Harwood & Stephene” 


st 
a... Frepexice Wit1iam, Heigham, Norwich, Coal Porter Sept 29 Bavin & Daynes, e 


N Ee 
Coates, Exizanetu, Withington, nr Manchester Sept 2 Booth, Ashton under Lyne és f 


Cocxszpce, Mary Canouive, Beyton, Suffolk Sept 6 Tatham & Proctor, Lincoln's inn 
Cours, Txomas, Preston, retired Publican Aug 21 Craven, Preston 

Criss, Anrsur Jonny, Highbury pl, Islington, MD Aug 26 Bertram, Norfolk st, cual 
Devirr, Parzicx, Hulme, Manchester, Cattle Dealer Aug 10 Dunderdale, Manchester ~ 
Dwxey, Wim, Ashton under Lyne, Mechanic Aug 26 Bromley, Ashton under 
Foor, Heway Joux Maxwe.t, Mona Lodge, Surbiton, Esq Aug 31 Budd & Co, 
Harwase, Corpetia Exisa, Mossley hill, nr Liverpool Aug 31 Whitley & Co, Lives 
Saxeae a § Git, Mossley hill, nr Liverpool, Fruit Broker Sept 30 Whitey te 
Heab, ees, Sept 1 Houghton &Son, New Broad st 5 
Hexeuaw, Frevertce Heyny, Aston, Birmingham, Artist Sept 29 Mason & ee 
Hovces, Tuomas, Southport, Circus Equestrian Aug 28 Coley & Coley, Birmingham ji 
Hopesox, Joux, Northallerton, York, Esq,J P Sept 9 Jefferson & Son, Northallerton 
Kix, Samvet, Costa st, Peckham Sept 9 Marsden & Son, Church st, Camberwell =~ 


Lake, Witt1am, Wakefield, Gent Sept22 Harrison & Co, Wakefield a 
Lovet, Caantes Witt1ams, Weymouth, Ship Owner Sept 8 Steggall & Hoopety 
Panxes, Wiit1am, Skipton, Yorks, Geat Aug24 Granger & Askren, Leeds - 
Prvummen, Apranau Tuomas, Leeds, Innkeeper Aug 31 Stott, Leeds ae 


Porrer, Faupenicx Joun, Globe rd, Mile End, Oilman Sept 1 Thomas Crafts, 8 
nr Burton upon Trent 

Rickman, Lypia, Upper Tulse Hill Aug 31 Hopgoods & Dowson, Whitehall place 
dcsruts Popevend, Spee Wa rer, Little Berkhampstead, Hertford, Rector 

Suaw-Yares, vcer Bewrtzy, Rotherham, York, Esq Oct 1 Laycock & . 
Surrn, Jouw Latur, Edgbaston, Warwick, Solicitor Sept 30 King & Ludlow : 
Srunaize, Win1iaM, een, Electro-plate Manufacturer Sept 11 ‘On 
Srepnexsoy, ” Jane ay Ashfield terrace West, Newcastle upon Tyne 


& Youll, Newcastle 
Tatmapoz, Jonw Taixpex, Penn rd y, Gent Oct 1 Davidson & 
Queen Victoria st P 


Vitters-Witxes, Euna Cuavwick, Edgbaston, Birmingham Sept 2) ‘ 
Wiruxaut, James Scorr, Stretford, Lancaster Sept 29 Lloyd & Davies, Mancheste: 


ST NE alae 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Aug 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Breasmay, Samver, York, Sauce Manufacturer York 
Pet July 31 Ord July 31 : 
Bust, James, coe rd, Clapton, of no occupation 
igh Court Pet July 15 Ord Augl 
Burp, Ruvotr, Dumford house, nr Petersfield, Artist 
igh Court Pet July 15 Ord Aug 1 
Bort, Freperick Wiviams, Stetchford, Worcs, Coal Mer- 
ehant Birmiagham Pet Augi Ord Augl 
Barca, Joux, Cross Flatts, Bingley, Yorks, Contractor 
Bradford Pet Aug 2 Aug 2 ; 
Buvasipee, WiLt14M, Buckland, Hampshire, House Painter 
Portsmouth Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Canter, Evwix Naruanret, Montpelier rd, Peckham, 
Surveyor High Court Pet July 11 Ord Aug1 
Cantwricut, W1Lt1am Epwarp, Newcastle under Lyme, 


Solicitor Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet July 20 
Ord Aug 1 
Canvett, Witu1am, Leamington, Tailor Warwick Pet 


Aug Ord Aug 2 
Quzersam, James Epwarp, and Samvet Curetuam, Irlams 
o’ th’ Height, Lancashire, Builders Salford Pet Aug 
2 Ord Aug 2 . 
Cuement, Samuzt, Bow rd, Coffee house Keeper High 
Court Pet Augi Ord Aug i 
Corz, Epwarp, Kingsland rd, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet July7 Ord Aug 
Cooper, Joun, Huddlestone rd, Holloway, Commercial 
Traveller High Court Pst Aug2 Ord Aug 2 
Covers, Witt1aM, Ferndale rd, Clapham, Wine Merchant 
Wandsworth Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Cropper, Samvuet, Fann st High Court Pet July13 Ord 


Aug 1 

Sn Tylorstown, Glam, Boot Dealer Ponty- 
typridd Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 

Davies, Davip, Abercarn, Monmouthshire, General Dealer 
Newport, Mon Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Dick, Cuantes Georce Corsrorp, Ventnor, Gent Newport 
and Ryde Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Douxx, James Cotmonz, Ormiston rd, Uxbridge rd, Gent 
High Court Pet Aug2 Ord Au 2 

Epwarps, Joux, Colwyn Bay, Denbighshire, Butcher 
Bangor Pet July18 Ord Augi 

Exus, Coances Wi1114M, Sheffield, Clothier Sheffield Pet 
Aug2 Ord Aug 2 

Finan, Wittram Baxer, Halstead, Essex, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Colchester Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 

Gates, Grorczk Murray, Milson rd, West Kensington, 
Musical Director High Court Pet Augi1 Ord Aug 1 

Gate, Josern, Hare ct, Aldersgate st, Underclothing 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 

Gopwix, Rosert Cuarites Rumsey, Mere, Wiltshire, Clerk 
Salisbury Pet Aug1 Ord Augi 

Grey, Francis Granam, Canton, Cardiff, Domestic Machine 
Dealer Cardiff Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Groves, James Epwakp, County ter, New Kent rd, Decora- 
tor High Court Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Herwortu, Watter, Cudworth, Yorkshire, Grocer 
Barnsley Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Hopesox, Davin, Elland, Yorkshire, Boiler Maker Halifax 
Pet Aug1 Ord Aug 1 

Hows, Epwarp, Worlington, Suffolk, Blacksmith Bury 
St Edmunds Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Hourcuinsoy, Henry, Thornaby on Tees, Fruiterer Stock- 
on Tees and Middlesborough Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Jexxixs, Grirrita, Liantrissant, Glamorganshire, Com- 
— Traveller Pontypridd Pet July 29 Ord 

31 

Joxes, Horxix, Pontardawe, Glamorganshire, Commission 

t Neath Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Jougs, Tuomas, Swansea, ger Swansea Pet Aug 1 


Ord Aug 

Joxzs, Witt1am Epwarp, Bristol, Surveyor Bristol Pet 
Augi1 Ord Augl 

Kert, Marrua, Newbury, Berks, China Dealer Newbury 
Pet Aug 1 Aug 1 

Kenxepy Beit, Joun Ropert, Thatcham, Berkshire, Clerk 
in ey! Orders Newbury Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Keytisu, Joun, Hatfield, Hertfordshire, Beer Retailer St 
Albans Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Lacey, Wituiam Raxpatt, the Butts, Brentford, Contrac- 
tor Brentford Pet Jjune5 Ord Aug i 

Lax, Tuomas, Rochford, Essex, Grocer Chelmsford Pet 
July 29 Ord July 29 

Macnix, Peter, Altofts, nr Normanton, Innkeeper Wake- 
field Pet Augi Ord Aug 1 

Meatyanp, Hersert Rutianp, Sheffield, Glass Merchant 
Sheffield Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 

Mityz, Hersert Davin, Crayford, Kent, Watchmaker 
Rochester Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Osmoxp, Cuartes ALEXANDER, Hungerford, Berks, Inn- 
keeper Newbury Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Pexnosz, J D, & Sons, Drayton Park, Flour Merchants 
High Court Pet July 14 

Ruzap, Joszru, Fenton, Staffordshire, Farmer Stoke on 
Trent and Longton Pet July 29 Ord Aug1 

me“ W Wim, Carlisle, Grocer Carlisle Pet Aug 2 


Aug 2 
ecu. Seas Ricuarps, Leyton, Essex, Accountant 
High Court Pet July18 Ord July 31 
Bcorxey, Wiii14m, Leicester, Lice Victualler Leices- 
ter Pet July 20 Ord Aug 2 
Syzut, Ropsnr Cuarces, Pinner’s court, Old Broad st, 
k Dealer High Court Pet June 29 Ord July 31 
Srzav, Erurarm, yke, Bradford, Woolsorter 
Bradford Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 
Sroxzs, agreed James, = Jonx Eowanp =e Dover, 
mts Canterbury Pet Aug2 Ord Aug? 
Sware, Wiitiam, Halifax, Fishmonger, fax Pet 
July 31 Ord July 31 
Swirt, Joux, Southend on Sea, Druggist Chelmsford Pet 
July 29 Ord July 29 
Suruxr.anp, Anxprew Jounx, Queen st, Paergeiio, Auo- 
ong ay Pet June 20 Ord July 27 Met. 
Toorait, Tuomas, , Assurance Agent 
tingham Pet Aug 2 Aug 2 











rd, 

Pet July 10 Ord July 
Wixrm, Roserr James, Baker 

_~ Tees and Mi Pet July 2 Ord 

iy 29 

Wier, Georcez, Leicester, Fruit Salesman Leicester 

Pet Aug1 Ord Aug 2 

ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. 


Evawce, ALFRED. Dorsetshire, Gent Salisbury 
Ord Feb 24 Rese 19 
ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND 
M He J iS Co cal High 
AXEY, NRY J ESSE er 
Court Ree Ord March 22 Chajad Merch 29 Rese and 
Annulmt Aug 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apams, Heyry, Tunbri: Wells, Builder Aug i15 at 1 
24, Railway a — 
utton, remy it wilder Aug l4 at 11.30 
on 


Avams, Henry, 
ilway app, Lond: 





AuurE.or, F x Cart, 8 , Isle of Wight, Gent 
Aug i2at2 19, Quay st, Ne 

Barrance, Epuunp Caracticus, Suffolk, Wine 
Merchant Aug 16 at 12.30 Guil , Bury 8t 


m 

Barrow, Ricuarp Groner, Faversham, Kent, Bootmaker 

Aug llatii Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Can 

Baxter, Ricuarp Wiiu1am, Reading, Dairyman Aug 16 

at12 Queen’s i 

Berean, Samvuet, York, Sauce ufacturer Aug 11 at 

12.30 Off Rec, 28, 8 ork : 

eee, eee : . , House pint 
4 ’ Cambri unction, High ” 

Portsmouth 

—_— EvizaBetu bo —_ ~ = Seem 

ug 11 at 10.30 7 

Catcutt, Hexry Jonny, Tottenham Court rd, Btationer 

Aug lb at bldgs, Carey st 

CuampaGyE, CATHERINE ny, Harley st, Widow Aug 15 

2.30 Bankru; Carey st 

Coss, Wit.i1am, Dorchester, der Augi65 ati2 1,8t 

Aldate’s, Oxford 

Dixsixe, Wiit1aM, Newcastle on Tyne, Mason Aug 12 at 

11.380 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 

Dossox, Waste, oo ae. ——: D meat 

grocer Aug Carey 

Exuiorr, Wiiu1aM, Nottingham, Manufacturer Aug 

liat12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church Nottingham 

Encusu, Tuzopore Hewitt, Clevedon, » 

Nurseryman Aug 16 at 1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 

Eyecanp, Witi1am, Barwell, nr Hinckley, Boot Manu- 
fi Aug 11 at 12.30 Off Reo, 34, Friar lane, 

Froyrp, Joux, Lewes, Builder Aug 15 at12 Off 
a Pavilion bldgs, ton 

Fram, Hasry Quests Got Oxfordshire, Accountant Aug 
23 at 9.30 Office, Ban’ ae 


on of ne Tottenham, Plumber A‘ 
AR pl 


Grimmer, 


Aug 15 at 11.45 
Hopesor, Davin, 
at 1 


st 
Sem ae rw. Kee, 


Ho ‘ae x Warlingtom, ith A 

WELL, Epwa ug 

16 Guildhall, 8t 

oe an Off Rec, st, Merthyr Tydfil 

ll yr 

Joxes, Wittiam Epwarp, ‘estbury on Trym, Surveyor 
Aug 1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Kirsurx, Wi . Keeper 
Augllat3 Off Rec, chmbrs, 5 - 

Macury, os nr Normanton, Aug 
11 at 11 ter, Wakefield 

Musee, Sees Barrister at Law Aug 16 at 
2 28, York 

Mitys, Heasert Davi Kent, Watchmaker 
Aug 15 at 1130 Off 


Pater, Hewry Epwis, Aldermanbury, Glove Agent Aug 
P a Aauies Leicester, Sy Aug 11 at 8 
AN 
Off Ree, 84, Friar lane, Leicester ka 
“Aug it at ib High'st, Merthyr 
~ iy tty Baker A 


Simpson, Tuomas Wir..1a) ug 17 at 
Rec, Walsal 
Spree, James, Gracechurch st, Insurance Broker Aug 15 
Geuungeen Non took 0 ght Liversedge, 
AK! jam Epwarp 

Glam Manaactarr og it wf Oi te Ba 

Swaxe, Wi114m, Halifax, Fishmonger Aug 15 at 3 Off 
amb Cones chmbrs, Bridge “ Le ae = wi pane 
11-30 Midland "Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 

Tarscort, Cuantes Mans Perr Howart, 


Aug 28 at 4 Off Reo, Cambridge 
iuuiaw Howano, Walsall, Chain Maker Aug 





Wersster, 
17 at 10 





Autre.pr, Faepenick Cart, Idle of Wight, Gent 
ewport Ryde Augi 
By emi Be. in ~j York Pet 


1 
Tale Warwick Pet 


THERINE Many, Harley st, Widow 
June 26 Ord July 81 ” ™_ 


Epwarp, and Samus. Cueersa 
Inlams’o} th “Hight, ‘Lancashire, Builders Salford 
CLEAVER, om Say Beedsman Walsall Pet 


uly 2B 
Comet aauieg itil Morcha Sor eet ta duly ot 
he Wine Merchant 


Davies, Davr General 
Newport, pe July 81 Ord July 31 
Dick, Cuartes Gzone Corsrorp, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, 
Dosso wa wy Beets, tie Folds, Gceen- 
iN, ILLIAM, > 
¢ Court Pet July'25 Ord July 31 

Dum i Oat ba beet On ag ss 
Exus, Caoagtes Witiiam, Snotiele Clothier Sheffield 

Pet Aug 2 Ord Aug 2 
Fiemayx, Wituram Baker, Halstead, Essex, 

Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 

Fae, J Hexsert, Newton rd, Westbourne grove 

Court Pet 22 Ord 


Aug 2 
Garpivse, Eocar Joun, and Josera Tompson, 
Tailors Court ae Y Ord July 29 
Milson West K 
Court PetAugi Ord Augi 
Gopwrx, Rossrt Cuartes Rumsey, Mere, itshire, Clerk 
Salisbury Pet Augi Ord Aug? 


Gates, Groroz Murray, 


Machine Dealer 
Kent rd, 


J Sore, F 

ONES, ’ 

Agent Neath Pet July 31 July 31 

june, See wansea, aa Pet Aug i 
=n int het. en 
Kaweny Biiy Galen Mevbury Pet duly 39 Ord 


July 29 Ord July 29 

Lave, Eesex, Grocer Chelmsford Pet 
July 28 Ord July 29 

Laz, Weston super Boot Dealer Bridg- 


Engineer thigh Pet 1b July 29 ( 
forename in mn 
Cock Darlaston, Baker 
me Ty 
ae ys “an 15 ar ed hogs 
Swirr, Joux, on Drees Pet 
July Assurance Agent Notting- 
ham Aug 2 Aug Breck 
a 
bis — eee a 
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Waxrox, Joux Hewnr, Colville Sparbrook, Butcher's 
ay -~-- Pet J y 31 Od Ang S 

Vea, om Manuf: 

uly 12” 


, Leicester, Boot 
Ord July 29 
Wets, Suapracn, Durham, Aerated Water Manufacturer 
Durham Pet Jul uly 26 Ord July 31 
Wua zs, Banas Narsaxte, Hewry, and Cuaries Joun 
=i hill, Printers High Court Pet June 24 


Wirxrs, Hooeer Jauzs, Darlington, Baker, Stockton on 
Middlesborough Pet July 29 Ord July 29 
Waicnr, Treate Saceee Peterborough, Builder Peter- 
borough Pet July i7 Ord July 31 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Ross, Gzonox, The Warley Arms, Great Warley, Essex 
Licensed Victualler Chelmsford Adjud Dec 6” Annul 
June 5 

London Gasette—Tursvay, Aug 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Avexanper, Joux, Old Kent rd, Grocer High Court Pet 
Aug3 Ord Aug 3 

Axcuer, Emity, Dorset rd, ——— rd, Brewer High 


Amott Pet Augs Ord ‘Aug 4 7 a 
FORD. LBERT ILLIAM RIGHT, bingdon, B eT| ire 
Artificial ‘Teeth Manufacturer ' Oxford 


Ord Aug 








Aug4 Ord Aug 4 
as Joun, a 
A Ord Aug 


Canta J Josern Bowling, Bradford, Woollen Warehouse- | 


Bradford Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 
Custom 
Tra High Court Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 
- eons, Leicester, Boot Sewer Leicester Pet 
5 


3 
Dic ARLES GroRGE > aro 8 — st, Piccadilly 
Court Pet July 19 Ord A 
Eastsury, Simeon, er Bradford Painter Bradford 
Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 
Evans, James, and Tuomas yo Swansea, Tailors 
Swansea 8 Ord Aug 


Faexcu, Epwis, and Witiiam Ross, ‘alt’ yard Old Ford, 
Job Masters Hi: Pet July 22 Aug 4 
FropssaM, Henry Heeverr, Bedford. Watchmaker Bed- 

ford Pet Jul: 22 
Cee, a ae 


wanet 
Hastert, BG Golden sq, Goldsmith High Court Pet July 


His, Hiray, Pltally-pace, Lc Licensed Victualler High | 


Pet Augi Ord A 
Hirurer, Wiiiiam Isaac, Shefield, Clerk in Holy Orders 
Sheflield Pet June 22 Ord A 


 sgeals no occupation 
— Coal 

y 10 
"arocer’s sistant 


Hopexiyson, FPrawxx, Columbia, 

Barnet Pet Aug3 Ord soy 
Houmes, Simzon O, Caledonian 

etchant High Court Pet July 

eld, nr Walsall 


Hooxer, Jouy, 
Walsall Pet Ord Aug 2 


JACKSON, ian ca Farm, nr am, 
Farmer Wrexham Ord Aug 


mw Anes 
Means, J E, Lewes, Sussex, Racehorse O fom or 
n Eastbourne Pet June 23 Ord Aug 4 o. 


Joszern Axrnvur, Fairmead 
High Court 
a Pavt, Winchester, Confectioner 


Aug 3 
Martraew my} Forest Gate, Essex High Court | 


Pet Mey1 Ord June l 


Tew, Writsam, Lutterworth, Leicestershire, Butcher 
| Huddersfield | 
H A, Piccadilly, Club Proprietor High Court | 


Augi Ord Angi 
Vincx, James, Huddersfield, 
PetAug3 Ord Aug3 
WETHERALL, 
Pet July 17 Ord A 
bates Tuomas ence t 


Wot ay Ws, Bich 


Nurseryman 


ham, Pork Butcher Durham 


ion Builder Wandsworth 
Bihan, 

FIRST a aa 

Durham, I: Aug 16 at 11.30 Off 

tg sen open 

¥ Contractor Aug 17 at 11 

radford 
Cattle Dealer Aug 15 at 2.30 12, 


~ Tailor Aug 15 at 11.15 


entry 
WARD, Lowestoft, late Smack Owner Aug 15 at 
3.30 Off Reo, 5 Say ot, Boreas 


Me ty 





Pet Aug 1 | 
Barxes, Sates, We Weobley, op ney ya Blacksmith Leo- | 
Fish Dealer Hereford Pet | 


4 
ArtTuur Epwankp, Chaneunees rd, Highgate, } 


Ta 
gs 1 Tailor Bolton | 


Holloway, 
Pet July3 Ord Aug? | 
inc’ r 


Aug. 12, 1094! 





Cox, Jou’ Teomss, Leicester, Boot Sewer Aug 18 at 12.30 
Friar mane, a 


, 34, 
Davies, Davin, Abercarn, Mon, General Dealer — od 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chambers, Ne 


port, Mon 
Forp, T, New Swindon, Wilts, Baker Aug 18 at 12 Off 
Rec, 32, High st, Swindon 
Gaxnox, Joux, Farnworth, Lanes, Tailor Aug 15 at 10.30 
16, Wood st, Bolton 
Gu, Wiii1am, Cardiff, Commission Agent Aug 17 at 11 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cerdiff 
Summ Ropert CHaries Romsey, Mere, Wilts, Clerk 
Aug 15 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salish 
Horrcaarp, JOHANNES FrypEnDaut, chester, Produce 
so er Augi6at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 
chester 
Hooxer, Jouy, Shelfield, nr Walsall, Grocer’s Assistant 
Aug 17 at 11.30 Off Ree, Walsall 
McGixry, James, Barrow in Furness, Labourer Aug 18 at 
10.80 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 
Menrrman, Atpert Victor, Kidderminster Jeweller Aug 
11 at 10.30 — Corbet, Solicitor, Kid 
Mircuett, Cares, B ham, Draper Aug 17 at12 23, 
Colmore row, Birming! 
Parker, Jonny, Fi ~—y Norfolk, Farmer Aug 15 at 
4 Off Rec, 8, st, Norwich 
Pee., Tuomas (dec), eshire, Wholesale Paper 
Liveepent Factor Augi7at3 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, 
Live 
Penrose, rT D, & Sons, Eldon x tom ah Merchants Aug 15 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 
| Prornero, Jonn Regce, Monmouth, “baker BS. 15 at 1 
ff Ree, Gloucester Bank chen chmbrs, Newpo 
| Rawson, James, Barrow in Furness, Painter. Aug 18 at 11 
Off Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 
| Repeats, Epwagp, Walsall, ‘Bridle Cutter Aug 17 at 11 
Off Ree, Walsall 
| Ragan, Josep H, Fenton, Staffs, Farmer Augi17at12 Off 
Rec, Newcastle aa Toe 
Rosinson, Witt1am, _— le, Grocer Aug 15 at 3 12, 
Lonsdale st, 
| Sart, Georae, Penkhull, Stoke upon Trent, Licensed 
— Aug 17 at 11.15 Off Rec, Newcastle under 


ym 

| sesame, Wii, Leicester, Meoneed, Victualler Aug 16 
at 12.30 Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Sreap, Ernrainm, Bradford, Woolsorter Aug 17 at 11.30 
Off 81, Manor row, "Bradford 

” ANDREW Joux, Queen st, 

Auctioneer Aug 17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy oan 
Carey st 

Tew, Wiiu1am, Lutterworth, Leics, Butcher Aug 17 at 
12.30 Off Ree, 34, Friar jane, Leicester 

Tuomas, Joun SPENCER, Chaucer rd, East Brixton, Fruit 
Broker Aug 16 at12 Bankru ptey bl Carey st 

Tuomas, Ricnarp Daroe, St. David's, embs, Grocer 
Aug 15at3 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

Toor, Epwix Avoustixeg, Tokenhouse bidgs, Mortgage 

Broker Aug 17 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Toore.., Tuomas, Nottingham, Assurance t Aug 15 
at 12 Off Rec, St Peter's Church walk, 

Vince, James, Huddersfield, Nurseryman Aug 16 at 3 Off 
Ree, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield 

| Waters, 





SUTHERLAND, 4 


Samvuet, Birmingham, Percussion Cap Box 
ufacturer Aug 17 at 11 


23, Colmore row, Bir- 
4 


Wane’ Suapracs, Gilesgate Moor, nr Durham, Aerated 
Water Manufacturer Aug 15at5 Three Tans Hotel, 
| Durham 
| Wurre, Hues, eae, Solicitor Aug 15 at 11.15 Town- 
hall, Rochdal 


bee f Gaenen, Leicester, Fruit Salesman Aug 16 at 3 
a Friar lan lane, Leicester 

Seaman Georae, Btourport, Worcs, formerly Brewer 

Aug 16 at 11.15 Corbet, Solicitor, Kidder- 


WiiuraMs, Atrrep Spencer, 


Lianrhaiadr yn Mochnant, 
a mata Chemist Augiéati Off Rec, Lian- 
idloes 


Witu1aMs, Jonx, Cardiff, Ironmonger Aug 16 at11 Off 
Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
A.exayper, Joun, Old Kent rd, Grocer High Court Pet 
Aug3 Ord Aug3 
Slate Merchant Manchester 


Bayxs, Groros, men, 
Pet July 1 Ord Jul: 
ny reed Blacksmith 
et Aug 3 Ord Aug 4 


Wesbl 
Cattle Dealer Carlisle Pet July 15 
ug 4 


CaRTER, ow NaTuaniet, Montpelier rd, Peckham, 
Surveyor High Court Bes an il te ae ee 

Canter, Joseru, Bowling, B 5 arehouse- 
man Bradford Pet Aug'3 iter 


Bakes, — 


Pet 
| Browy, J L, Carlisle, 
Ord A 


AMES, 








Curswatt, Anraus Epwarp, Claremont ri, 
| es Middlesex, Traveller High Court Pet 4 hay « 


oome Samugt, Bow rd, Sie house Keeper 
Court Pet Augi Ord Aug 
me =F yr vr Beedford, Painter Br 


Aug 
ag van! Belvedere rd : 
Court Pet July 10" "Ont Ane 
Ferg O Lloyd’s, London, 
Pet June 1 Ord Aug ry 
Bran” { High Ts Taomas Davies, Swansea, T 
Swansea Pet A 3 


ug3 Ord Aug 
Ganyow, Jouy, Farnworth, ire, Tailor 
, Surrey, Farmer 


at mt 


B.coon rarer & 


Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

Giapstoye, JAMES, 
et July 7 Ord Aug 3 
Hauwett, James Atrrep, Wiii14mM CHARLES Hauer 
tyogp Haurert, 8t Martin’s 

Bankers Court Pet May 12 Ord Aug 8 
Hammon, Joan Wituam, EB , M 

Court Pet June15 Ord Aug 
Hit, =, Piccadill 


A 





Pocedily place, ae of business 

‘et Aug 4 

Isaac, Saunt, Sane TM, 
Ord A 


ug 3 
James, Joux, Moorgate st, Mining Engineer High © 
Pet June 12 Ord Aug 4 . 


Rossars, JosHua, te Oxia, we Buabon, Denbighshire, g a 
rexham Aug 3 7 


June 23 Ord A 
mie. Tuomas, ag 7 a Farmer 
minster Pet June28 Ord Aug 3 
Row.anp,:Jonn Ricnarps, Leyton, 
High Court Pet July18 Ord Aug 3 
Syett, Rossrt Cuarves, Pinner’s court, Old Broad § 
Stock Dealer h Court Pet June 29 Ord Aug 
5. Pavt, ester, Copfectioner Wine 
Pet ‘Aug 3 Ord Aug 3 
, Leics, Butcher 


Aug3 Ord Aug 3 
ueann Joux Spencer, Chaucer rd, East Bri 
Broker Court Pet July 27 Ord Aug3 
Tomiinsox, Tuomas, Uttoxeter, eelwright Bu 
a a Lgl 
ince, James, Hu , Nu dd 
Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 
wen, Emiy, and Seen ‘Wenn, Putney, Surrey, T 
— " Eastbourne and Lewes Pet June 10 
ug 


Wiiurams, Atrrep Spencer, Lianrhaiadr yn 
Denbighshire, Chemist Newtown Pet Taly 29 


Acco 


Aug 3 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Aug. 14.—Messrs. Baxer & Sons, in a Marquee on 
Estate, at 2 for 2.30 p.m., Plots of Freehold Buil 
Land (see advertisement, July 29th, p. 4). 





Gent ‘High Court Pet Juul 


a 


- 





THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOC 
LIMITED 
(EstaBLisHepd 1823), 


Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and 
Property, and Life Interests, and Lafe Policies, 
— we Money upon these Securities. —17, King’s 
yard, Col leman-street, E.C. 





EDE AND SON, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To H px the Lord Chancellor, the Whole 
og wil enc, Corporation of tendon, Se. " 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRIS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law ——. and Gowns for Registrars, 
ks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Ga 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LON 





zas zr. 


1s2asa. 


Tow GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIE 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, 


LONDON, £.0O. 


WEST END BRANOH—2, WATERLOO PLAOE, 8.W. 





TOTAL PAYMENTS 
ASSETS EXCEED 
ANNUAL INCOME 


UNDER POLICIES 


£11,000,000 
5,000,000 
913,602 





alll THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCEETY does not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and 


Policies Indisputablie after 5S Years. 
See CE a: NES: Greases, Rates Sized em he meet Grewslie tome 


JSMES H. SCOTT, 





ACKLAND, F.1.A., F.8.8., Actuary and Manager” 
Secretary. 


a 








iad i atl 
x , ———— i, ii a ee 











